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The House met at 10:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. EVERETT].

f

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 31, 1995.

I hereby designate the Honorable TERRY
EVERETT to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

MORNING BUSINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of May 12,
1995, the Chair will now recognize
Members from lists submitted by the
majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties with each party
limited to not to exceed 30 minutes and
each Member other than the majority
and minority leader limited to 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] for 5 min-
utes.

f

TOBACCO AND GRIDLOCK KILL

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise this
morning to talk for a few minutes
about the critically important public
health issue of keeping America’s
youngsters from beginning to smoke.
This is a public health problem that is
growing. Three thousand youngsters in
our country every day start smoking
and eventually 1,000 of those kids will
die of smoking-related illnesses. Most
importantly, this is a public health
problem that is getting worse. Last
week, we learned the tragic news based

on a study from the University of
Michigan that smoking among eighth
graders is up 30 percent in our country.

Until recently, there have been two
options for dealing with all this. One
was to regulate tobacco through the
Food and Drug Administration.

Last year, I asked each of the to-
bacco executives whether they believed
nicotine was addictive. Each one of
them said, no, but they are clearly
wrong. Tobacco is addictive. It has
drug-like properties, and the evidence
is in that the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration has the legal authority to regu-
late the product.

Unfortunately, if this option is cho-
sen, if the FDA chooses to regulate to-
bacco, what will happen is the tobacco
companies will go to court, they will
sue and we will lose another generation
of our children to political gridlock
and infighting. So I and other Members
of Congress believe that it is time to
explore other options. In exploring
these options, let us try to set aside
the politics that rage about this issue
and do what is best for our children.

Some of my colleagues say that if the
FDA does not regulate tobacco, that
would be good for the South, particu-
larly Democrats in the South. Other
colleagues say that if the FDA regu-
lates tobacco, even if nothing gets
done, that will be good for the Presi-
dent because the President is taking on
tobacco.

Both of those views, in my opinion,
do a disservice to our Nation’s chil-
dren.

Tobacco kills, but gridlock kills also.
So for that reason, I and Congressman
ROSE of North Carolina have suggested
another approach. We believe it is
worth exploring the concept of the Fed-
eral Government entering into a writ-
ten, binding, legal agreement between
the tobacco companies and the Federal
Government to take dramatic, imme-
diate measures to stop young people
from smoking.

We are talking about banning vend-
ing machines from where children con-
gregate. We are discussing banning ad-
vertising targeted at young people, and
most importantly, at a time when the
Federal Government is cutting funds
from health and social services, we are
talking about the tobacco companies
putting up at least $100 million for the
States to have tough enforcement of
the laws banning sales to minors and
public education efforts to stop young
people from smoking.

Most particularly, I believe that this
agreement cannot be voluntary. It
would have to be legally binding, and if
at any point the tobacco companies
breached the agreement, then the Food
and Drug Administration would go for-
ward and regulate tobacco.

Mr. Speaker, the interests of children
has to be our top priority. If there is
more gridlock and more political in-
fighting, the tobacco companies can
surely hold off FDA regulation to the
point where President Clinton is no
longer in office. They have deep pock-
ets for lawsuits, and I know personally,
because they have taken me and one of
our colleagues, Mr. WAXMAN to court
over our efforts to make sure that the
health of our young people is pro-
tected.

Now is the time to act in the inter-
ests of our children. Tobacco kills, but
so does gridlock. Let us act quickly to
protect our children.
f

ACCORD ON BOAT PEOPLE IN
DANGER OF COLLAPSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Nebraska
[Mr. BEREUTER] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, as the
chairman of the Asia and Pacific Sub-
committee of the House International
Relations Committee, this Member has
spoken several times regarding the
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damage done by section 2104 of H.R.
1561, the American Overseas Interests
Act, passed by this body on June 8. The
section, dealing with the issue of Indo-
chinese boat people, is causing all the
problems that this Member and others
predicted. More on that subject now.

On June 20, the Washington Post cat-
aloged the devastating impact of this
legislation in an article datelined Hong
Kong. This Member quotes.

At first, no one knew exactly why a riot
erupted at the Hong Kong refugee detention
center on May 20th. Thousands of Vietnam-
ese violently battled back with stones,
makeshift spears and anything else they
could throw, leaving 168 police officers and 73
Vietnamese injured. Refugee workers soon
got a clue as to what was happening when
they spotted some of the rioting Vietnamese
waving tiny American flags and portraits of
President Clinton.

Quoting from the Post:
The evidence became ironclad about a

week later, when 200 Vietnamese who had
volunteered to go home unexpectedly
changed their minds, just 48 hours before
their scheduled June 1st departure. They
told UN officials that they would rather wait
in Hong Kong camps until the U.S. Congress
decided on a House-passed bill providing for
the rescreening of up to 20,000 Vietnamese
refugees for possible admittance into the
United States.

This Member had predicted before
this body that this provision in H.R.
1561 would raise false expectations of
resettlement among Indochinese boat
people, causing violence in the camps
and stopping voluntary repatriation.
Unfortunately, as the Post article
amply demonstrates, this prediction
has come to pass.

Whether this ill-advised provision
ever becomes law—and the Clinton ad-
ministration has already made it clear
that this issue is among those certain
to provoke a Presidential veto—the
damage has already been done. The ar-
ticle continues, and I quote:

A carefully constructed global agreement
signed six years ago in Geneva, which laid
out a formula for screening the Vietnamese
boat people and sending home those not
deemed genuine refugees fleeing persecution,
seems in danger of collapse. And a more re-
cently agreed-upon timetable for finally re-
solving the two-decade-old ‘‘boat people’’ cri-
sis by year’s end now looks unlikely.

A Hong Kong refugee official is
quoted in the article saying:

Like a bolt of lightening, initiatives were
taken in Congress that have thrown this pro-
gram out of gear. This provision is an
unhelpful intervention which has raised false
hopes.

The official concludes that resolving
the boat people crisis was ‘‘not easy be-
fore Congress. It is even more difficult
now.’’

Mr. Speaker, this body must under-
stand that amendments we approve or
reject, bills we approve, laws we enact,
actions we take, and statements we
make oftentimes do have an important
and sometimes immediate impact in
the real world, outside the beltway.
The best intentions, Mr. Speaker, do
not necessarily make good legislation.
At the time this body debated this pro-

vision and rejected the Bereuter-Obey
amendment, we had ample warning of
the dangerous situation we were creat-
ing. Despite pressure brought to bear
on them, several refugee advocacy
groups with years of experience dealing
with Indochinese refugees had already
publicly denounced the provision as
dangerous and irresponsible, as had the
United Nations High Commissioner for
Refugees, the State Department, and
many interested refugee resettlement
and host governments.

The same article continues that the
problem goes beyond Hong Kong, which
is the host of more than 22,000 Indo-
chinese asylum seekers—incidently,
more than one-half of whom come from
North Vietnam and have no claim to
refugee status based on close ties to
the United States military from the
Viet Nam era. The article quotes
UNHCR officials stating that the legis-
lation has stopped voluntary repatri-
ation at camps throughout the region—
not only in Hong Kong, but also in In-
donesia, Thailand, the Philippines, and
Malaysia.

This Member again quotes the Post.
There also has been violence elsewhere. In

Malaysia, many thousands of Vietnamese
broke through the fence around the camp on
June 5th and paraded through the streets
waving banners. Police fired tear gas to dis-
burse them, and 23 people were reported in-
jured. Violence flared again in Hong Kong on
June 7, when Vietnamese rioted, torched a
building, stole police uniforms and looted ra-
tions. Police fired 800 rounds of tear gas to
quell the disturbance. Six Vietnamese and
two police officers were injured.

Mr. Speaker, this misguided provi-
sion in H.R. 1561 was based on the view
that there were serious flaws in the
screening process by which the boat
peoples’ claims to political refugee sta-
tus were evaluated. The intent of this
provision is to force a massive
rescreening in the camps of all 40,000
camp residents to give them another
chance to demonstrate their claim to
refugee status. Many objective observ-
ers, including some refugee advocates,
reject this contention and oppose mas-
sive rescreening. Moreover, the South-
east Asian nations where the camps are
located have made it clear that they
will not countenance a lengthy
rescreening process which will delay
closure of the camps and could prompt
another refugee outflow from Vietnam.

It would be naive to think that the
screening of tens of thousands of boat
people by local officials, even though
under close supervision by the UNHCR,
could have been accomplished without
error or abuse. In fact, this Member
has requested UNHCR reconsideration
of 15 cases of Vietnamese asylum seek-
ers who would seem to have a plausible
case for refugee status. While this
Member certainly is willing to inter-
vene when specific cases of possible
error are brought to his attention, he
opposes strongly massive rescreening
of asylum seekers in the refugee
camps.

Moreover, it appears from informa-
tion provided by UNHCR and non-

government organizations monitoring
boat people who have returned to Viet-
nam, that massive rescreening in the
camps is not necessary. These organi-
zations attest that there is no credible
evidence of persecution of returnees in
Vietnam. So why shouldn’t the
screened out asylum seekers in the
camps return to Vietnam? Recent tes-
timony by the American nongovern-
mental organization [NGO], World Vi-
sion, concludes that screened out boat
people have been able to return to
Vietnam in safety and dignity. The
World Vision witness added that, in ad-
dition to the official UNHCR monitor-
ing, the presence of American NGO’s
throughout Vietnam has provided re-
turnees ‘‘a number of options should
they wish to raise a question or reg-
ister a concern.’’

The problem the international com-
munity now faces, however, is that the
damage caused by this legislation has
already been done. The Bereuter-Obey
amendment which would have deleted
this highly problematic section of H.R.
1561 was rejected and, as predicted by
this Member, the damage was done.
Therefore, this Member calls on all
parties: UNHCR, resettlement and first
asylum countries, Vietnam, the admin-
istration, NGO’s, and Members of Con-
gress to work out a pragmatic solution
to the current impasse. The question
we are now facing is how to get the
40,000 plus screened out asylum seekers
to return voluntarily to Vietnam.
While this Member does not have a
concrete solution to offer at this time,
it seems that some system of
reinterviewing asylum seekers after
their return to Vietnam could offer an
incentive for the boat people to return,
while at the same time maintain the
international consensus on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, this Member pledges his
support for efforts to devise concrete
and pragmatic solutions to this intrac-
table humanitarian problem which the
House by its unfortunate action helped
to create. This Member calls on other
Members of this body, including those
who disagrees with him on this legisla-
tion and supported the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH], to make a
similar pledge.

f

WOMEN’S RIGHT TO VOTE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] is recognized
during morning business for 5 minutes.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
am very pleased to have this time as
we close out July to talk about what
we have to look forward to in August,
and one of the great things we have to
look forward to in August is this
stamp, this 32-cent stamp will be com-
ing out on August 26 in celebration of
women having and the right to vote for
75 years in this country.

Yes, this is really something to cele-
brate I think, and the stamp is very



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H 7995July 31, 1995
beautiful, with the Capitol in the back-
ground, suffragettes over here who
worked so hard to get that right to
vote; and it flows into modern-day
women still trying to use that vote to
move their fights forward.

This was an incredible time 75 years
ago, when you think that the fight for
the right to vote started way back
when this Republic began, with John
Adams’ wife begging to have women in-
cluded in the Constitution, and of
course they did not; and then the first
national convention in 1848 being held
in Seneca Falls where women came to-
gether and again asked for the right to
vote, and it took until 75 years ago be-
fore that really happened. Almost all
the people at the 1848 convention were
dead by the time the reality of the vote
had occurred.

But this was probably one of the
most revolutionary things that hap-
pened in American society without a
revolution. I add, without a revolution,
because there was no war to do this. It
was all done within the right to peti-
tion Government, the right of people
who couldn’t vote, but they still peti-
tioned Government for that right.

The suffragettes came to Washing-
ton. They bought a house; they lived
there constantly. They picketed by
day, and in their lovely white dresses,
they chained themselves to the White
House gate because they would not let
them in to see the President. They
would visit Senators and Congressmen
who would see them, and if they were
not in jail by night, they would go
back to the house where they had all
rented, have a piano concerto, tea, din-
ner, get up and do the same thing the
next day, over, and over, and over.

Finally, this Congress and finally all
of the States moved to ratify that.

So what happened after that? One of
the very first things that happened was
then the Congress moved to make
motherhood safe. At the time that
women were trying to get the right to
vote, more women had died in America
during childbirth, all throughout World
War I, than American soldiers had died
in Europe in World War I. Childbirth
was very risky and yet the Congress
was spending more money on hog chol-
era than they were spending on mater-
nal child care and infant child care.

So they immediately got those prior-
ities shifted, and today we see child-
birth as something that people do not
worry about having a huge high mor-
tality rate from.

I think that as we celebrate this
stamp, and there will be celebrations
all throughout America, and heaven
help us if we do not see more of these
stamps purchased than the Marilyn
Monroe stamp. I don’t know what that
will say about America, but let us hope
that people get these and they talk
about that long history and they talk
about what a difference women’s vote
can make and have made many a time.

And I hope if we keep seeing what
this extreme new group, the new Re-
publicans, and doing to women as they

have taken over the Congress, I hope
women come out one more time and
use that vote to straighten it out.

Women still do not get equal pay in
this country. They are now getting 72
cents for every dollar a man gets in the
same job, and yet nobody gives them
that kind of discount on their rent or
their food or their public utility bills
or anything else. So they are still not
getting equal pay, and we are seeing
this Congress roll back thing after
thing after thing that has affected
women.

They have undone Title IX. That is
the one that says, in the schools, if
they get public funding, they must give
women the same opportunity they give
men. That may sound irrelevant to a
lot of young women today, but when I
was growing up, believe me, it was very
relevant. We had none of the gym privi-
leges. I was one person who wanted to
be an aerodynamic engineer and, of
course, the gates were closed, locked
and everything else.

There was no way. It was either, get
into liberal arts or get out, and there
were many other instances of that.

The Federal Government made a
huge difference in that and now we see
them trying to roll that back. They are
trying to roll back student loans. They
are rolling back the choice issue all
across the board.

Last week in this Congress, we even
had a vote saying that women who are
incarcerated in prison, even if they
were cocaine addicts, could not have an
abortion. That is crazy.

So as we get ready to celebrate this,
I hope women not only celebrate the
stamp, not only know they have the
vote. They now, after 75 years, learn
how to use the vote and get more re-
spect from this Congress.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There
being no further requests for morning
business, pursuant to clause 12, rule I,
the House will stand in recess until 12
noon.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 48
minutes a.m.) the House stood in recess
until 12 noon.

f

b 1200

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. EVERETT) at 12 noon.

f

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

We give thanks, gracious God, for the
awesome miracles of life, miracles that
brighten our world, enrich our lives
and testify to Your glory. We are
grateful that Your spirit of creation
and renewal breaks into history and
proclaims to us the riches of Your

grace and even the very purpose for our
existence. Bless us, O God, and all Your
people and may we be alert to the mir-
acles that bring new life into being and
are a witness every day to Your abid-
ing grace. This is our earnest prayer.
Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EV-

ERETT). The Chair has examined the
Journal of the last day’s proceedings
and announces to the House his ap-
proval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the

gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT-
GOMERY] come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. MONTGOMERY led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE
A message from the Senate by Mr.

Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
with amendments in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested, a bill
of the House of the following title:

H.R. 1817. An act making appropriations
for military construction, family housing,
and base realignment and closure for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1996, and for other pur-
poses.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 1817 ‘‘An Act making ap-
propriations for military construction,
family housing, and base realignment
and closure for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996, and for other pur-
poses,’’ requests a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
BURNS, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. SHELBY, Mr.
GREGG, Mr. REID, Mr. INOUYE, and Mr.
BYRD, to be the conferees on the part of
the Senate.
f

IT IS TIME TO END GOVERNMENT
BUREAUCRACY AS WE KNOW IT
(Mr. FUNDERBURK asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. FUNDERBURK. Mr. Speaker,
wherever I go in my district I hear the
same thing over and over: Uncle Sam is
out of control. Regulations are choking
the life out of our farmers, bankers,
and small businessmen. Agents, regu-
lators, and bureaucrats are crawling all
over eastern North Carolina, hounding
and penalizing hard-working people
who want nothing more than to be left
alone by their Government.
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Look at what OSHA has done to a

small but vital industry in America—
roofing. OSHA bureaucrats most of
whom have never been out of a class-
room can put a small roofing company
out of business, if it catches a roofer
smoking or chewing gum. OSHA says
contractors must provide employees
with AIDS exposure training and in-
struct employees on the hazards of
such dangerous chemicals as chalk,
lumber, and dishwashing detergent.
OSHA even says contractors have to
label tar filled roofing kettles, ‘‘hot.’’
Can you see why OSHA is draining this
industry of millions of dollars and
thousands of jobs.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
are fed up. They have had enough of
bureaucrats with no grasp of reality
and no sympathy for the very people
who make America work. Mr. Speaker,
isn’t it time to end Government bu-
reaucracy as we know it.
f

WE MUST LEARN FROM PAST
ENVIRONMENTAL HISTORY

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
was very pleased when this House last
week passed the very important
Stokes-Boehlert amendment, which did
not undo all of the environmental regu-
lations.

There is a reason for environmental
regulations. I am sending to every
Member a copy of the August Discover
magazine. It is about the last days of
Easter Island. I totally believe that if
we do not learn from history, we are
condemned to repeat it. Scientists now,
by taking core samples from Easter Is-
land, have been able to document what
happened there. As they pointed out, in
just a few centuries they can tell that
the people of Easter Island wiped out
their forest, drove their plants and ani-
mals to extinction, and saw their com-
plex society break down into chaos and
cannibalism.

It is a very important lesson for all
of us on Planet Earth that we do not
become an Easter Island ‘‘wannabe.’’ If
we do not learn from history we are
condemned to repeat it. I hope all of
my colleagues will have time to look
at this over the break, and that we cer-
tainly do not undo the progress we
made last week by realizing how im-
portant some of these environmental
gains can be.
f

THE MEDICARE TRUSTEES RE-
PORT: A DOCUMENT THAT DEMO-
CRATS WANT TO HIDE FROM
THE AMERICAN PEOPLE
(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, it is
a mystery that the Democrats would
want to hide the truth about Medicare.

They come to the floor and they are
literally dripping with concern over
Medicare. But they never mention
this—the Medicare Trustees Report.

This is the report by the Medicare
Board of Trustees. The board is
charged with overseeing the financial
condition of Medicare, and every year
they file a report. This report is like a
prospectus that a company is required
by law to give to their shareholders.

Mr. Speaker, I think that every
American, especially seniors, should
have a copy of this report. They should
call their Members of Congress at 202–
224–3121.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
need to learn the truth about Medicare.
They need to read for themselves what
the Trustees say about the financial
condition of their program. They need
to read for themselves what the Demo-
crats do not want them to read.

f

LABOR-HHS APPROPRIATIONS
BILL, COULD SEVERELY CUR-
TAIL CITIZENS’ RIGHTS

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, all
Americans need to be aware that the
upcoming Labor-HHS appropriations
bill could severely curtail their rights
to lobby their elected officials, and si-
lence the voice of a majority of Ameri-
cans.

The bill limits the amount of private
money that Federal grantees may use
to lobby, arguing that money is fun-
gible. In other words, the Federal
money makes it possible for grantees
to use more of their own money to
lobby. That argument is not enough to
warrant these unprecedented restric-
tions of our first amendment rights.

Meanwhile, Americans have seen
countless newspaper stories about tax-
exempt groups paying to fly politicians
around the country, for political adver-
tising, or promoting their political
agendas—and all this lobbying goes on
tax free.

I will be offering an amendment that
will end this skirting of the law. Any
politician accepting tax-exempt dollars
to promote his political agenda loses
his Federal salary. That is lobbying re-
form with teeth.

Let us not silence voices of average
Americans and their organizations, and
let the high and mighty take a free
ride on tax exemptions.

Since the issue is the fungibility of
money, we must consider all fungible
Government benefits. When we vote on
the Labor-HHS appropriations bill, let
us look at the whole problem.

f

PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM-
MITTEES AND THEIR SUB-
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the following

committees and their subcommittees
be permitted to sit today while the
House is meeting in the Committee of
the Whole House under the 5-minute
rule: The Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight, the Committee
on International Relations, and the
Committee on the Judiciary.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

f

ILLINOIS LAND CONSERVATION
ACT OF 1995

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on National Security and the Com-
mittee on Commerce be discharged
from further consideration of the bill
(H.R. 714), to establish the Midewin Na-
tional Tallgrass Prairie in the State of
Illinois, and for other purposes, and
ask for its immediate consideration in
the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there

objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, and I will
not object, I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] for the
purpose of explanation.

(Mr. EMERSON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 714
would establish a tall grass prairie in
the former Joliet Arsenal. Also, this
legislation would set aside portions of
the land for a landfill, portions for eco-
nomic development, and also a section
4(a) national cemetery.

Mr. Speaker, further reserving the
right to object, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. WELLER].

(Mr. WELLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WELLER. My Speaker, I would
like to speak briefly about the impor-
tance of this legislation, H.R. 714, the
Illinois Land Conservation Act, which
has overwhelming bipartisan support
from Members on both the Republican
and Democrat side of the aisle. This is
an innovative land reuse plan which
was developed by a citizens planning
commission, appointed under the direc-
tion of my predecessor, former Con-
gressman George Sangmeister, resulted
from thousands of hours of volunteer
time from leaders in conservation, vet-
erans’ organizations, business and
labor, educators, and many civic orga-
nizations.

Briefly, the Joliet Army Ammunition
Plant, commonly referred to as the Jo-
liet Arsenal, was declared excess Fed-
eral property in April 1993. A local citi-
zens commission developed a plan for
reuse of the site, which is encompassed
in my legislation.

The plan has received broad-based
support from Illinois’ major media,
citizens organizations, veterans’
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groups, business, labor, conservation,
and educators. The plan includes trans-
ferring 19,000 acres to the National For-
est Service for creation of the Midewin
National Tall Grass Prairie. The plan
also includes a veterans’ cemetery,
which will occupy just under 1,000 acres
on the arsenal property.

There are also two sites, for a total
of 3,000 acres, to be used for the pur-
pose of economic development and job
creation, and finally 455 acres will be
used for a local landfill.

Since this bill’s introduction, I have
worked closely with all the agencies
involved and have made changes in the
legislation to reflect issues that they
have had concerns with. This is biparti-
san legislation supported by the Gov-
ernor of the State of Illinois, Repub-
licans and Democrats in the Illinois
delegation, and a large number of vet-
erans, conservation, environment, busi-
ness and labor, and private organiza-
tions.

Clearly, H.R. 714 is a win-win-win for
taxpayers, conservation veterans, and
working men and women. I ask for and
urge the bill’s immediate passage with
bipartisan support.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of the bill offered by the gentleman
from Illinois.

H.R. 714, the bill that would establish the
Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie at the
former Joliet Arsenal, is an excellent piece of
legislation that can serve as a model for other
communities with closed military bases.

I am proud to say that I was there at the be-
ginning, when the concept of turning an aban-
doned TNT factory into a multi-purpose site for
the benefit of the 8 million Chicago-area resi-
dents was first conceived. I enjoyed working
with our former colleague, George
Sangmeister, during the 103d Congress and I
have equally enjoyed working with his succes-
sor, the distinguished gentleman from Joliet.

Located less than 50 miles from the Ninth
District, the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie
will offer my constituents unparalleled preser-
vation and recreational opportunities.

The Joliet Arsenal is a treasury trove of rare
and endangered species—so unique in the
urban sprawl of northern Illinois. Sixteen State
endangered species, 108 different birds, 40
types of fish, and 348 native plant species can
all be found on the arsenal property.

In addition, the arsenal site contains the sin-
gle largest tallgrass ecosystem east of the
Mississippi River, and the only grassland of
this size in unfragmented, single ownership. It
is also important to note that the arsenal is ad-
jacent to other reserves and when all of that
open space is combined, it creates the biggest
prairie in the eastern United States.

We have so few opportunities in Illinois to
preserve original, intact ecosystems. Most of
our land has either been consumed by ever-
growing cities and suburbs or is being farmed.
There are very few natural areas in our State;
a forest preserve here, a park there, but not
nearly enough to satisfy our most minimal
needs.

That is why acquiring the Joliet Arsenal and
creating a tallgrass prairie is a once-in-a-life-
time opportunity. We will never have this
chance again. If we do not act now to protect
this valuable site, it could be lost forever.

This is a bipartisan bill, supported by a large
and diverse group, including the Republican
Governor of Illinois, the Democratic mayor of
Chicago, the Forest Service, and every major
environmental organization.

There have been many people who have
helped make this project a reality, but I want
to give special recognition to Dr. Fran Harty at
the Illinois Department of Conservation and
Dr. Larry Strich and his colleagues at the
Shawnee National Forest for their extraor-
dinary efforts to make the arsenal a tallgrass
prairie.

I also want to commend the Forest Service
for their leadership in this matter. After other
agencies dragged their feet on acquiring the
Joliet Arsenal, the Forest Service enthusiasti-
cally entered the process. Their can-do spirit
toward the arsenal is laudable and I want to
express my sincere thanks to them for being
so cooperative on a project that is important to
me and my constituents. I hope to continue
working with the Service in the future to se-
cure adequate funding for the Midewin Na-
tional Tallgrass Prairie.

The cooperation extended by the Forest
Service is just one piece of the unique public-
private partnership that formed to preserve the
Joliet Arsenal. This is truly a national model of
how closed military bases can be converted to
productive civilian use and of how local com-
munities can work with the Federal Govern-
ment to ensure that these old bases are de-
veloped to benefit everyone.

There are hundreds of military installations
across the Nation that have been closed by
the Base Closure Commission. The Federal
Government must decide what to do with
these old bases.

We’ve seen the negative impacts that clos-
ing military bases can have on local commu-
nities. But if we follow the example of the Jo-
liet Arsenal and let the local community decide
how best to use the closed facility and have
the Federal Government assist that locale, a
closing military base need not destroy a strug-
gling community.

I think it would be wise for the Pentagon to
study the Joliet Arsenal model and to imple-
ment it at other facilities slated for closure.

This bill is good for the people of Illinois and
clearly good for the Nation, and I urge my col-
leagues to support it.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 714, the Illinois Land Con-
servation Act. H.R. 714 is nearly identical to
H.R. 4946 that was introduced in the 103d
Congress by Congressman Sangmeister. H.R.
4946 was passed by unanimous consent in
the House after being discharged by the Agri-
culture Committee at the very end of the ses-
sion. The Senate took no action on the bill be-
fore adjournment.

H.R. 714, introduced by Congressman
WELLER, establishes the Midewin Tallgrass
Prairie by initially transferring approximately
16,000 acres currently held by the Department
of the Army to the Department of Agriculture.
Another 3,000 acres will be transferred when
the Department of the Army completes an en-
vironmental cleanup on the site. Provision is
made for the continued responsibility of clean-
up of hazardous wastes by the Department of
the Army. The bill also provides for the trans-
fer of approximately 910 acres to the Depart-
ment of Veterans’ Affairs and the establish-
ment of a National Cemetery on the site to be
administered by the Secretary of Veterans Af-

fairs. Additionally the bill provides for transfer
to the county of approximately 425 acres to be
operated as a landfill and approximately 3,000
acres to the State of Illinois to be used for
economic development. The U.S. Forest Serv-
ice is supportive of the legislation before us
today.

Mr. Speaker, an amendment that will be of-
fered to modify the language regarding special
use permits is supported by the U.S. Forest
Service. I ask that a letter from U.S. Forest
Service Chief Jack Ward Thomas, acknowl-
edging the new language’s consistency with
current U.S. Forest Service management prac-
tices, be included in the RECORD.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, DC, July 28, 1995.

Hon. PAT ROBERTS,
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is to confirm
discussions my staff have had with members
of your staff regarding language contained in
a draft Agriculture Committee version of
H.R. 714, the ‘‘Illinois Conservation Act of
1995.’’

John Hogan, counsel to the Committee,
has told my staff that a proposed amend-
ment may be offered on the House floor to
strike two sentences in subsection 105(b)(2).
The referenced subsection refers to the issu-
ance by the Secretary of Agriculture of spe-
cial use authorizations for agricultural pur-
poses, including livestock grazing. The pro-
posed amendment would strike the second
and third complete sentences in that sub-
section, specifically: ‘‘Such special use au-
thorization shall require payment of a rental
fee, in advance, that is based on the fair mar-
ket value of the use allowed. Fair market
value shall be determined by appraisal or a
competitive bidding process.’’

It is our understanding that the proposed
deletion of those two sentences is intended
to avoid any confusion between the use pro-
visions of this bill and the ongoing legisla-
tive debate over grazing fees in the Western
States. Mr. Hogan asked our opinion as to
what effect the deletion of these two sen-
tences would have on management of the
Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie.

The proposed deletion of the referenced
sentence would have no practical effect on
management of the Prairie. The Forest Serv-
ice will utilize the same general terms and
conditions for agricultural leasing as was
utilized by the Army, including competitive
bidding for farming and leasing rights. This
system has worked well for the Army and we
plan to continue it. And, we note, the system
is consistent with general Forest Service
management practices throughout the East-
ern United States.

If we can provide additional information,
please do not hesitate to ask.

JACK WARD THOMAS,
Chief.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for his expla-
nation, and urge passage of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 714
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF CON-

TENTS.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as

the ‘‘Illinois Land Conservation Act of 1995’’.
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(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-

tents for this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title and table of contents.
Sec. 2. Definitions.
TITLE I—CONVERSION OF JOLIET ARMY

AMMUNITION PLANT TO MIDEWIN NA-
TIONAL TALLGRASS PRAIRIE

Sec. 101. Principles of transfer.
Sec. 102. Transfer of management responsibil-

ities and jurisdiction over Arse-
nal.

Sec. 103. Continuation of responsibility and li-
ability of Secretary of the Army
for environmental cleanup.

Sec. 104. Establishment and administration of
Midewin National Tallgrass Prai-
rie.

Sec. 105. Special management requirements for
Midewin National Tallgrass Prai-
rie.

Sec. 106. Special disposal rules for certain Arse-
nal parcels intended for MNP.

TITLE II—OTHER REAL PROPERTY DIS-
POSALS INVOLVING JOLIET ARMY AM-
MUNITION PLANT

Sec. 201. Disposal of certain real property at
Arsenal for a national cemetery.

Sec. 202. Disposal of certain real property at
Arsenal for a county landfill.

Sec. 203. Disposal of certain real property at
Arsenal for economic develop-
ment.

TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
Sec. 301. Degree of environmental cleanup.
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this Act:
(1) The term ‘‘Administrator’’ means the Ad-

ministrator of the United States Environmental
Protection Agency.

(2) The term ‘‘agricultural purposes’’ means
the use of land for row crops, pasture, hay, and
grazing.

(3) The term ‘‘Arsenal’’ means the Joliet Army
Ammunition Plant located in the State of Illi-
nois.

(4) The acronym ‘‘CERCLA’’ means the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Compensa-
tion, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et
seq.).

(5) The term ‘‘Defense Environmental Restora-
tion Program’’ means the program of environ-
mental restoration for defense installations es-
tablished by the Secretary of Defense under sec-
tion 2701 of title 10, United States Code.

(6) The term ‘‘environmental law’’ means all
applicable Federal, State, and local laws, regu-
lations, and requirements related to protection
of human health, natural and cultural re-
sources, or the environment, including
CERCLA, the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42
U.S.C. 6901 et seq.), the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.), the Clean
Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.), the Federal In-
secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (7
U.S.C. 136 et seq.), the Toxic Substances Control
Act (15 U.S.C. 2601 et seq.), and the Safe Drink-
ing Water Act (42 U.S.C. 300f et seq.).

(7) The term ‘‘hazardous substance’’ has the
meaning given such term by section 101(14) of
CERCLA (42 U.S.C. 9601(14)).

(8) The abbreviation ‘‘MNP’’ means the
Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie established
pursuant to section 104 and managed as a part
of the National Forest System.

(9) The term ‘‘national cemetery’’ means a
cemetery established and operated as part of the
National Cemetery System of the Department of
Veterans Affairs and subject to the provisions of
chapter 24 of title 38, United States Code.

(10) The term ‘‘person’’ has the meaning given
such term by section 101(21) of CERCLA (42
U.S.C. 9601(21)).

(11) The term ‘‘pollutant or contaminant’’ has
the meaning given such term by section 101(33)
of CERCLA (42 U.S.C. 9601(33)).

(12) The term ‘‘release’’ has the meaning given
such term by section 101(22) of CERCLA (42
U.S.C. 9601(22)).

(13) The term ‘‘response action’’ has the
meaning given the term ‘‘response’’ by section
101(25) of CERCLA (42 U.S.C. 9601(25)).
TITLE I—CONVERSION OF JOLIET ARMY

AMMUNITION PLANT TO MIDEWIN NA-
TIONAL TALLGRASS PRAIRIE

SEC. 101. PRINCIPLES OF TRANSFER.
(a) LAND USE PLAN.—The Congress ratifies in

principle the proposals generally identified by
the land use plan which was developed by the
Joliet Arsenal Citizen Planning Commission and
unanimously approved on May 30, 1995.

(b) TRANSFER WITHOUT REIMBURSEMENT.—
The area constituting the Midewin National
Tallgrass Prairie shall be transferred, without
reimbursement, to the Secretary of Agriculture.

(c) MANAGEMENT OF MNP.—Management by
the Secretary of Agriculture of those portions of
the Arsenal transferred to the Secretary under
this Act shall be in accordance with sections 104
and 105 regarding the Midewin National
Tallgrass Prairie.

(d) SECURITY MEASURES.—The Secretary of
the Army and the Secretary of Agriculture shall
each provide and maintain physical and other
security measures on such portion of the Arse-
nal as is under the administrative jurisdiction of
such Secretary. Such security measures (which
may include fences and natural barriers) shall
include measures to prevent members of the pub-
lic from gaining unauthorized access to such
portions of the Arsenal as are under the admin-
istrative jurisdiction of such Secretary and that
may endanger health or safety.

(e) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—The Sec-
retary of the Army, the Secretary of Agriculture,
and the Administrator are individually and col-
lectively authorized to enter into cooperative
agreements and memoranda of understanding
among each other and with other affected Fed-
eral agencies, State and local governments, pri-
vate organizations, and corporations to carry
out the purposes for which the Midewin Na-
tional Tallgrass Prairie is established.

(f) INTERIM ACTIVITIES OF THE SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE.—Prior to transfer and subject to
such reasonable terms and conditions as the
Secretary of the Army may prescribe, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture may enter upon the Arse-
nal property for purposes related to planning,
resource inventory, fish and wildlife habitat ma-
nipulation (which may include prescribed burn-
ing), and other such activities consistent with
the purposes for which the Midewin National
Tallgrass Prairie is established.
SEC. 102. TRANSFER OF MANAGEMENT RESPON-

SIBILITIES AND JURISDICTION OVER
ARSENAL.

(a) INITIAL TRANSFER OF JURISDICTION.—
Within 6 months after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Secretary of the Army shall ef-
fect the transfer of those portions of the Arsenal
property identified for transfer to the Secretary
of Agriculture pursuant to subsection (d). The
Secretary of the Army shall transfer to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture only those portions of the
Arsenal for which the Secretary of the Army
and the Administrator concur that no further
action is required under any environmental law
and which therefore have been eliminated from
the areas to be further studied pursuant to the
Defense Environmental Restoration Program for
the Arsenal. Within 4 months after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of the
Army and the Administrator shall provide to the
Secretary of Agriculture all existing documenta-
tion supporting such finding and all existing in-
formation relating to the environmental condi-
tions of the portions of the Arsenal to be trans-
ferred to the Secretary of Agriculture pursuant
to this subsection.

(b) ADDITIONAL TRANSFERS.—The Secretary of
the Army shall transfer to the Secretary of Agri-
culture in accordance with section 106(c) any
portion of the property generally identified in
subsection (d) and not transferred under sub-
section (a) after the Secretary of the Army and

the Administrator concur that no further action
is required at that portion of property under
any environmental law and that such portion is
therefore eliminated from the areas to be further
studied pursuant to the Defense Environmental
Restoration Program for the Arsenal. At least 2
months before any transfer under this sub-
section, the Secretary of the Army and the Ad-
ministrator shall provide to the Secretary of Ag-
riculture all existing documentation supporting
such finding and all existing information relat-
ing to the environmental conditions of the por-
tion of the Arsenal to be transferred. Transfer of
jurisdiction pursuant to this subsection may be
accomplished on a parcel-by-parcel basis.

(c) EFFECT ON CONTINUED RESPONSIBILITIES
AND LIABILITY OF SECRETARY OF THE ARMY.—
Subsections (a) and (b), and their requirements,
shall not in any way affect the responsibilities
and liabilities of the Secretary of the Army spec-
ified in section 103.

(d) IDENTIFICATION OF PORTIONS FOR TRANS-
FER FOR MNP.—The lands to be transferred to
the Secretary of Agriculture under subsections
(a) and (b) shall be identified on a map or maps
which shall be agreed to by the Secretary of the
Army and the Secretary of Agriculture. Gen-
erally, the land to be transferred to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture shall be all the real prop-
erty and improvements comprising the Arsenal,
except for lands and facilities described in sub-
section (e) or designated for disposal under sec-
tion 106 or title II.

(e) PROPERTY USED FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
CLEANUP.—

(1) RETENTION.—The Secretary of the Army
shall retain jurisdiction, authority, and control
over real property at the Arsenal to be used
for—

(A) water treatment;
(B) the treatment, storage, or disposal of any

hazardous substance, pollutant or contaminant,
hazardous material, or petroleum products or
their derivatives;

(C) other purposes related to any response ac-
tion at the Arsenal; and

(D) other actions required at the Arsenal
under any environmental law to remediate con-
tamination or conditions of noncompliance with
any environmental law.

(2) CONDITIONS.—The Secretary of the Army
shall consult with the Secretary of Agriculture
regarding the identification and management of
the real property retained under this subsection
and ensure that activities carried out on that
property are consistent, to the extent prac-
ticable, with the purposes for which the
Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie is estab-
lished, as specified in section 104(c), and with
the other provisions of such section and section
105.

(3) PRIORITY OF RESPONSE ACTIONS.—In the
case of any conflict between management of the
property by the Secretary of Agriculture and
any response action, or any other action re-
quired under any other environmental law, in-
cluding actions to remediate petroleum products
of their derivatives, the response action or other
action shall take priority.

(f) SURVEYS.—All costs of necessary surveys
for the transfer of jurisdiction of Arsenal prop-
erty from the Secretary of the Army to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture shall be borne by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture.
SEC. 103. CONTINUATION OF RESPONSIBILITY

AND LIABILITY OF SECRETARY OF
THE ARMY FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
CLEANUP.

(a) RESPONSIBILITY.—The liabilities and re-
sponsibilities of the Secretary of the Army under
any environmental law shall not transfer under
any circumstances to the Secretary of Agri-
culture as a result of the property transfers
made under section 102 or section 106, or as a re-
sult of interim activities of the Secretary of Agri-
culture on Arsenal property under section
101(f). With respect to the real property at the
Arsenal, the Secretary of the Army shall remain
liable for and continue to carry out—
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(1) all response actions required under

CERCLA at or related to the property;
(2) all remediation actions required under any

other environmental law at or related to the
property; and

(3) all actions required under any other envi-
ronmental law to remediate petroleum products
or their derivatives (including motor oil and
aviation fuel) at or related to the property.

(b) LIABILITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this Act shall be

construed to effect, modify, amend, repeal, alter,
limit or otherwise change, directly or indirectly,
the responsibilities or liabilities under any envi-
ronmental law of any person (including the Sec-
retary of Agriculture), except as provided in
paragraph (3) with respect to the Secretary of
Agriculture.

(2) LIABILITY OF SECRETARY OF THE ARMY.—
The Secretary of the Army shall retain any obli-
gation or other liability at the Arsenal that the
Secretary may have under CERCLA and other
environmental laws. Following transfer of any
portions of the Arsenal pursuant to this Act, the
Secretary of the Army shall be accorded all
easements and access to such property as may
be reasonably required to carry out such obliga-
tion or satisfy such liability.

(3) SPECIAL RULES FOR SECRETARY OF AGRI-
CULTURE.—The Secretary of Agriculture shall
not be responsible or liable under any environ-
mental law for matters which are in any way re-
lated directly or indirectly to activities of the
Secretary of the Army, or any party acting
under the authority of the Secretary in connec-
tion with the Defense Environmental Restora-
tion Program, at the Arsenal and which are for
any of the following:

(A) Costs of response actions required under
CERCLA at or related to the Arsenal.

(B) Costs, penalties, or fines related to non-
compliance with any environmental law at or
related to the Arsenal or related to the presence,
release, or threat of release of any hazardous
substance, pollutant, contaminant, hazardous
waste or hazardous material of any kind at or
related to the Arsenal, including contamination
resulting from migration of hazardous sub-
stances, pollutants, contaminants, hazardous
materials, or petroleum products or their deriva-
tives disposed during activities of the Depart-
ment of the Army.

(C) Costs of actions necessary to remedy such
noncompliance or other problem specified in
subparagraph (B).

(c) PAYMENT OF RESPONSE ACTION COSTS.—
Any Federal department or agency that had or
has operations at the Arsenal resulting in the
release or threatened release of hazardous sub-
stances, pollutants, or contaminants shall pay
the cost of related response actions, or related
actions under other environmental laws, includ-
ing actions to remediate petroleum products or
their derivatives.

(d) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture shall consult with the Secretary of the
Army with respect to the Secretary of Agri-
culture’s management of real property included
in the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie sub-
ject to any response action or other action at
the Arsenal being carried out by or under the
authority of the Secretary of the Army under
any environmental law. The Secretary of Agri-
culture shall consult with the Secretary of the
Army prior to undertaking any activities on the
Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie that may
disturb the property to ensure that such activi-
ties will not exacerbate contamination problems
or interfere with performance by the Secretary
of the Army of response actions at the property.
In carrying out response actions at the Arsenal,
the Secretary of the Army shall consult with the
Secretary of Agriculture to ensure that such ac-
tions are carried out in a manner consistent
with the purposes for which the Midewin Na-
tional Tallgrass Prairie is established, as speci-
fied in section 104(c), and the other provisions of
such section and section 105.

SEC. 104. ESTABLISHMENT AND ADMINISTRATION
OF MIDEWIN NATIONAL TALLGRASS
PRAIRIE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—On the effective date of
the initial transfer of jurisdiction of portions of
the Arsenal to the Secretary of Agriculture
under section 102(a), the Secretary of Agri-
culture shall establish the Midewin National
Tallgrass Prairie. The MNP shall—

(1) be administered by the Secretary of Agri-
culture; and

(2) consist of the real property so transferred
and such other portions of the Arsenal subse-
quently transferred under section 102(b) or 106.

(b) ADMINISTRATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agriculture

shall manage the Midewin National Tallgrass
Prairie as a part of the National Forest System
in accordance with this Act and the laws, rules,
and regulations pertaining to the National For-
est System, except that the Bankhead-Jones
Farm Tenant Act of 1937 (7 U.S.C. 1010–1012)
shall not apply to the MNP.

(2) INITIAL MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES.—In order
to expedite the administration and public use of
the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture may conduct management
activities at the MNP to effectuate the purposes
for which the MNP is established, as set forth in
subsection (c), in advance of the development of
a land and resource management plan for the
MNP.

(3) LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN.—
In developing a land and resource management
plan for the Midewin National Tallgrass Prai-
rie, the Secretary of Agriculture shall consult
with the Illinois Department of Conservation
and local governments adjacent to the MNP and
provide an opportunity for public comment. Any
parcel transferred to the Secretary of Agri-
culture under this Act after the development of
a land and resource management plan for the
MNP may be managed in accordance with such
plan without need for an amendment to the
plan.

(c) PURPOSES OF THE MIDEWIN NATIONAL
TALLGRASS PRAIRIE.—The Midewin National
Tallgrass Prairie is established to be managed
for National Forest System purposes, including
the following:

(1) To manage the land and water resources of
the MNP in a manner that will conserve and en-
hance the native populations and habitats of
fish, wildlife, and plants.

(2) To provide opportunities for scientific, en-
vironmental, and land use education and re-
search.

(3) To allow the continuation of agricultural
uses of lands within the MNP consistent with
section 105(b).

(4) To provide a variety of recreation opportu-
nities that are not inconsistent with the preced-
ing purposes.

(d) OTHER LAND ACQUISITION FOR MNP.—
(1) LAND ACQUISITION FUNDS.—Notwithstand-

ing section 7 of the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 460l–9), monies
appropriated from the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund established under section 2 of
such Act (16 U.S.C. 460l–5) shall be available for
acquisition of lands and interests in land for in-
clusion in the Midewin National Tallgrass Prai-
rie.

(2) ACQUISITION OF PRIVATE LANDS.—Acquisi-
tion of private lands for inclusion in the
Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie shall be on
a willing seller basis only.

(e) COOPERATION WITH STATES, LOCAL GOV-
ERNMENTS AND OTHER ENTITIES.—In the man-
agement of the Midewin National Tallgrass
Prairie, the Secretary of Agriculture is author-
ized and encouraged to cooperate with appro-
priate Federal, State and local governmental
agencies, private organizations and corpora-
tions. Such cooperation may include cooperative
agreements as well as the exercise of the existing
authorities of the Secretary under the Coopera-
tive Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 and the For-

est and Rangeland Renewable Resources Re-
search Act of 1978. The objects of such coopera-
tion may include public education, land and re-
source protection, and cooperative management
among government, corporate and private land-
owners in a manner which furthers the purposes
for which the Midewin National Tallgrass Prai-
rie is established.
SEC. 105. SPECIAL MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS

FOR MIDEWIN NATIONAL TALLGRASS
PRAIRIE.

(a) PROHIBITION AGAINST THE CONSTRUCTION
OF NEW THROUGH ROADS.—No new construction
of any highway, public road, or any part of the
interstate system, whether Federal, State, or
local, shall be permitted through or across any
portion of the Midewin National Tallgrass Prai-
rie. Nothing herein shall preclude construction
and maintenance of roads for use within the
MNP, or the granting of authorizations for util-
ity rights-of-way under applicable Federal law,
or preclude such access as is necessary. Nothing
herein shall preclude necessary access by the
Secretary of the Army for purposes of restora-
tion and cleanup as provided in this Act.

(b) AGRICULTURAL LEASES AND SPECIAL USE
AUTHORIZATIONS.—Within the Midewin Na-
tional Tallgrass Prairie, use of the lands for ag-
ricultural purposes shall be permitted subject to
the following terms and conditions:

(1) If at the time of transfer of jurisdiction
under section 102 there exists any lease issued
by the Department of the Army, Department of
Defense, or any other agency thereof, for agri-
cultural purposes upon the parcel transferred,
the Secretary of Agriculture, upon transfer of
jurisdiction, shall convert the lease to a special
use authorization, the terms of which shall be
identical in substance to the lease that existed
prior to the transfer, including the expiration
date and any payments owed the United States.

(2) The Secretary of Agriculture may issue
special use authorizations to persons for use of
the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie for agri-
cultural purposes. Such special use authoriza-
tions shall require payment of a rental fee, in
advance, that is based on the fair market value
of the use allowed. Fair market value shall be
determined by appraisal or a competitive bid-
ding process. Special use authorizations issued
pursuant to this paragraph shall include terms
and conditions as the Secretary of Agriculture
may deem appropriate.

(3) No agricultural special use authorization
shall be issued for agricultural purposes which
has a term extending beyond the date twenty
years from the date of enactment of this Act, ex-
cept that nothing in this Act shall preclude the
Secretary of Agriculture from issuing agricul-
tural special use authorizations or grazing per-
mits which are effective after twenty years from
the date of enactment of this Act for purposes
primarily related to erosion control, provision
for food and habitat for fish and wildlife, or
other resource management activities consistent
with the purposes of the Midewin National
Tallgrass Prairie.

(c) TREATMENT OF RENTAL FEES.—Monies re-
ceived pursuant to subsection (b) shall be sub-
ject to distribution to the State of Illinois and
affected counties pursuant to the Acts of May
23, 1908, and March 1, 1911 (16 U.S.C. 500). All
such monies not distributed pursuant to such
Acts shall be covered into the Treasury and
shall constitute a special fund, which shall be
available to the Secretary of Agriculture, in
such amounts as are provided in advance in ap-
propriation Acts, to cover the cost to the United
States of such prairie-improvement work as the
Secretary may direct. Any portion of any de-
posit made to the fund which the Secretary de-
termines to be in excess of the cost of doing such
work shall be transferred, upon such determina-
tion, to miscellaneous receipts, Forest Service
Fund, as a National Forest receipt of the fiscal
year in which such transfer is made.

(d) USER FEES.—The Secretary of Agriculture
is authorized to charge reasonable fees for the
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admission, occupancy, and use of the Midewin
National Tallgrass Prairie and may prescribe a
fee schedule providing for reduced or a waiver
of fees for persons or groups engaged in author-
ized activities including those providing volun-
teer services, research, or education. The Sec-
retary shall permit admission, occupancy, and
use at no additional charge for persons possess-
ing a valid Golden Eagle Passport or Golden
Age Passport.

(e) SALVAGE OF IMPROVEMENTS.—The Sec-
retary of Agriculture may sell for salvage value
any facilities and improvements which have
been transferred to the Secretary pursuant to
this Act.

(f) TREATMENT OF USER FEES AND SALVAGE
RECEIPTS.—Monies collected pursuant to sub-
sections (d) and (e) shall be covered into the
Treasury and constitute a special fund to be
known as the Midewin National Tallgrass Prai-
rie Restoration Fund. Deposits in the Midewin
National Tallgrass Prairie Restoration Fund
shall be available to the Secretary of Agri-
culture, in such amounts as are provided in ad-
vance in appropriation Acts, for restoration and
administration of the Midewin National
Tallgrass Prairie, including construction of a
visitor and education center, restoration of
ecosystems, construction of recreational facili-
ties (such as trails), construction of administra-
tive offices, and operation and maintenance of
the MNP.
SEC. 106. SPECIAL DISPOSAL RULES FOR CER-

TAIN ARSENAL PARCELS INTENDED
FOR MNP.

(a) DESCRIPTION OF PARCELS.—Except as pro-
vided in subsection (b), the following areas are
designated for disposal pursuant to subsection
(c):

(1) Manufacturing Area—Study Area 1—
Southern Ash Pile, Study Area 2—Explosive
Burning Ground, Study Area 3—Flashing
Grounds, Study Area 4—Lead Azide Area,
Study Area 10—Toluene Tank Farms, Study
Area 11—Landfill, Study Area 12—Sellite Manu-
facturing Area, Study Area 14—Former Pond
Area, Study Area 15—Sewage Treatment Plant.

(2) Load Assemble Packing Area—Group 61:
Study Area L1, Explosive Burning Ground:
Study Area L2, Demolition Area: Study Area L3,
Landfill Area: Study Area L4, Salvage Yard:
Study Area L5, Group 1: Study Area L7, Group
2: Study Area L8, Group 3: Study Area L9,
Group 3A: Study Area L10, Group 4: Study Area
L14, Group 5: Study Area L15, Group 8: Study
Area L18, Group 9: Study Area L19, Group 27:
Study Area L23, Group 62: Study Area L25, PVC
Area: Study Area L33, including all associated
inventoried buildings and structures as identi-
fied in the Joliet Army Ammunition Plant
Plantwide Building and Structures Report and
the contaminate study sites for both the Manu-
facturing and Load Assembly and Packing sides
of the Joliet Arsenal as delineated in the Dames
and Moore Final Report, Proposed Future Land
Use Map, dated May 30, 1995.

(b) EXCEPTION.—The parcels described in sub-
section (a) shall not include the property at the
Arsenal designated for disposal under title II.

(c) INITIAL OFFER TO SECRETARY OF AGRI-
CULTURE.—Within 6 months after the construc-
tion and installation of any remedial design ap-
proved by the Administrator and required for
any lands described in subsection (a), the Ad-
ministrator shall provide to the Secretary of Ag-
riculture all existing information regarding the
implementation of such remedy, including infor-
mation regarding its effectiveness. Within 3
months after the Administrator provides such
information to the Secretary of Agriculture, the
Secretary of the Army shall offer the Secretary
of Agriculture the option of accepting a transfer
of the areas described in subsection (a), without
reimbursement, to be added to the Midewin Na-
tional Tallgrass Prairie and subject to the terms
and conditions, including the limitations on li-
ability, contained in this Act. In the event the
Secretary of Agriculture declines such offer, the

property may be disposed of as the Army would
ordinarily dispose of such property under appli-
cable provisions of law. Any sale or other trans-
fer of property conducted pursuant to this sub-
section may be accomplished on a parcel-by-par-
cel basis.

TITLE II—OTHER REAL PROPERTY DIS-
POSALS INVOLVING JOLIET ARMY AM-
MUNITION PLANT

SEC. 201. DISPOSAL OF CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY
AT ARSENAL FOR A NATIONAL CEME-
TERY.

(a) TRANSFER REQUIRED.—Subject to section
301, the Secretary of the Army shall transfer,
without reimbursement, to the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs the parcel of real property at the
Arsenal described in subsection (b) for use as a
national cemetery.

(b) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The real
property to be transferred under subsection (a)
is a parcel of real property at the Arsenal con-
sisting of approximately 982 acres, the approxi-
mate legal description of which includes part of
sections 30 and 31 Jackson Township, T34N
R10E, and part of sections 25 and 36 Channahon
Township, T34N R9E, Will County, Illinois, as
depicted in the Arsenal Land Use Concept.

(c) SECURITY MEASURES.—The Secretary of
Veterans Affairs shall provide and maintain
physical and other security measures on the real
property transferred under subsection (a). Such
security measures (which may include fences
and natural barriers) shall include measures to
prevent members of the public from gaining un-
authorized access to the portion of the Arsenal
that is under the administrative jurisdiction of
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs and that may
endanger health or safety.

(d) SURVEYS.—All costs of necessary surveys
for the transfer of jurisdiction of Arsenal prop-
erties from the Secretary of the Army to the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs shall be borne solely
by the Secretary of Veterans Affairs.

(e) DESIGNATION OF CEMETERY.—The national
cemetery established using the real property
transferred under subsection (a) shall be known
as the ‘‘Joliet National Cemetery’’.
SEC. 202. DISPOSAL OF CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY

AT ARSENAL FOR A COUNTY LAND-
FILL.

(a) TRANSFER REQUIRED.—Subject to section
301, the Secretary of the Army shall transfer,
without compensation, to Will County, Illinois,
all right, title, and interest of the United States
in and to the parcel of real property at the Arse-
nal described in subsection (b), which shall be
operated as a landfill by the County.

(b) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The real
property to be transferred under subsection (a)
is a parcel of real property at the Arsenal con-
sisting of approximately 455 acres, the approxi-
mate legal description of which includes part of
sections 8 and 17, Florence Township, T33N
R10E, Will County, Illinois, as depicted in the
Arsenal Land Use Concept.

(c) CONDITION ON CONVEYANCE.—The convey-
ance shall be subject to the condition that the
Army (or its agents or assigns) may use the
landfill established on the real property trans-
ferred under subsection (a) for the disposal of
construction debris, refuse, and other
nonhazardous materials from the restoration
and cleanup of the Arsenal property as provided
for in this Act. Such use shall be at no cost to
the Federal Government.

(d) REVERSIONARY INTEREST.—During the 5-
year period beginning on the date the Secretary
of the Army makes the conveyance under sub-
section (a), if the Secretary of the Army deter-
mines that the conveyed real property is not
being operated as a landfill or that Will County,
Illinois, is in violation of the condition specified
in subsection (c), then, at the option of the
United States, all right, title, and interest in
and to the property, including improvements
thereon, shall be subject to reversion to the
United States. In the event the United States ex-

ercises its option to cause the property to revert,
the United States shall have the right of imme-
diate entry onto the property. Any determina-
tion of the Secretary of the Army under this
subsection shall be made on the record after an
opportunity for a hearing.

(e) SURVEYS.—All costs of necessary surveys
for the transfer of real property under this sec-
tion shall be borne by Will County, Illinois.

(f) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The
Secretary of the Army may require such addi-
tional terms and conditions in connection with
the conveyance under this section as the Sec-
retary of the Army considers appropriate to pro-
tect the interests of the United States.
SEC. 203. DISPOSAL OF CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY

AT ARSENAL FOR ECONOMIC DEVEL-
OPMENT.

(a) TRANSFER REQUIRED.—Subject to section
301, the Secretary of the Army shall transfer to
the State of Illinois, all right, title, and interest
of the United States in and to the parcel of real
property at the Arsenal described in subsection
(b), which shall be used for economic redevelop-
ment to replace all or a part of the economic ac-
tivity lost at the Arsenal.

(b) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The real
property to be transferred under subsection (a)
is a parcel of real property at the Arsenal con-
sisting of—

(1) approximately 1,900 acres, the approximate
legal description of which includes part of sec-
tion 30, Jackson Township, Township 34 North,
Range 10 East, and sections or parts of sections
24, 25, 26, 35, and 36, Township 34 North, Range
9 East, in Channahon Township, an area of 9.77
acres around the Des Plaines River Pump Sta-
tion located in the southeast quarter of section
15, Township 34 North, Range 9 East of the
Third Principal Meridian, in Channahon Town-
ship, and an area of 511’ x 596’ around the Kan-
kakee River Pump Station in the Northwest
Quarter of section 5, Township 33 North, Range
9 East, east of the Third Principal Meridian in
Wilmington Township, containing 6.99 acres, lo-
cated along the easterly side of the Kankakee
Cut-Off in Will County, Illinois, as depicted in
the Arsenal Re-Use Concept, and the connecting
piping to the northern industrial site, as de-
scribed by the United States Army Report of
Availability, dated 13 December 1993; and

(2) approximately 1,100 acres, the approximate
legal description of which includes part of sec-
tions 16, 17, 18 Florence Township, Township 33
North, Range 10 East, Will County, Illinois, as
depicted in the Arsenal Land Use Concept.

(c) CONSIDERATION.—The conveyance under
subsection (a) shall be made without consider-
ation. However, the conveyance shall be subject
to the condition that, if the State of Illinois
reconveys all or any part of the conveyed prop-
erty to a non-Federal entity, the State shall pay
to the United States an amount equal to the fair
market value of the reconveyed property. The
Secretary of the Army shall determine the fair
market value of any property reconveyed by the
State as of the time of the reconveyance, exclud-
ing the value of improvements made to the prop-
erty by the State. The Secretary may treat a
lease of the property as a reconveyance if the
Secretary determines that the lease was used in
an effort to avoid operation of this subsection.
Amounts received under this subsection shall be
deposited in the general fund of the Treasury
for purposes of deficit reduction.

(d) OTHER CONDITIONS OF CONVEYANCE.—
(1) REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY.—The convey-

ance under subsection (a) shall be subject to the
further condition that the Governor of the State
of Illinois establish a redevelopment authority to
be responsible for overseeing the economic rede-
velopment of the conveyed land.

(2) TIME FOR ESTABLISHMENT.—To satisfy the
condition specified in paragraph (1), the rede-
velopment authority shall be established within
one year after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(e) REVERSIONARY INTEREST.—During the 20-
year period beginning on the date the Secretary
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of the Army makes the conveyance under sub-
section (a), if the Secretary determines that a
condition specified in subsection (c) or (d) is not
being satisfied or that the conveyed land is not
being used for economic development purposes,
then, at the option of the United States, all
right, title, and interest in and to the property,
including improvements thereon, shall be subject
to reversion to the United States. In the event
the United States exercises its option to cause
the property to revert, the United States shall
have the right of immediate entry onto the prop-
erty. Any determination of the Secretary under
this subsection shall be made on the record after
an opportunity for a hearing.

(f) SURVEYS.—All costs of necessary surveys
for the transfer of real property under this sec-
tion shall be borne by the State of Illinois.

(g) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The
Secretary of the Army may require such addi-
tional terms and conditions in connection with
the conveyance under this section as the Sec-
retary considers appropriate to protect the inter-
ests of the United States.
TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

SEC. 301. DEGREE OF ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this Act shall be

construed to restrict or lessen the degree of
cleanup at the Arsenal required to be carried
out under provisions of any environmental law.

(b) RESPONSE ACTION.—The establishment of
the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie under
title I and the additional real property disposals
required under title II shall not restrict or lessen
in any way any response action or degree of
cleanup under CERCLA or other environmental
law, or any response action required under any
environmental law to remediate petroleum prod-
ucts or their derivatives (including motor oil and
aviation fuel), required to be carried out under
the authority of the Secretary of the Army at
the Arsenal and surrounding areas, except to
the extent otherwise allowable under such laws.

(c) ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY OF PROPERTY.—
Any contract for sale, deed, or other transfer of
real property under title II shall be carried out
in compliance with all applicable provisions of
section 120(h) of CERCLA and other environ-
mental laws.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. EMERSON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendents offered by Mr. EMERSON: In sec-

tion 105(b)(2) of the bill, strike the sentence
beginning with ‘‘Such special use’’ and the
sentence beginning with ‘‘Fair market
value’’.

In section 201 of the bill, strike subsection
(e).

Mr. EMERSON (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendments be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, I will not
object, but I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] to ex-
plain the amendments.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, these
are technical changes in the bill. The
one offered by the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs merely allows the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs the author-
ity to name the cemetery. The second
amendment gives the Forest Service
authority to manage land used for
grazing in the same manner that other
Forest Service lands are managed.
These amendments have been cleared

with the minority, and it is my under-
standing that there is no objection.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD a letter from Jack Ward Thom-
as, Chief of the Forest Service, to the
gentleman from Kansas, PAT ROBERTS,
chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture.

The material referred to follows:
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,

FOREST SERVICE,
Washington, DC, July 28, 1995.

Hon. PAT ROBERTS,
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, House of

Representatives, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is to confirm

discussions my staff have had with members
of your staff regarding language contained in
a draft Agriculture Committee version of
H.R. 714, the ‘‘Illinois Land Conservation Act
of 1995.’’

John Hogan, counsel to the Committee,
has told my staff that a proposed amend-
ment may be offered on the House floor to
strike two sentences in subsection 105(b)(2).
The referenced subsection refers to the issu-
ance by the Secretary of Agriculture of spe-
cial use authorizations for agricultural pur-
poses, including livestock grazing. The pro-
posed amendment would strike the second
and third complete sentences in that sub-
section, specifically: ‘‘Such special use au-
thorization shall require payment of a rental
fee, in advance, that is based on the fair mar-
ket value of the use allowed. Fair market
value shall be determined by appraisal or a
competitive bidding process.’’

It is our understanding that the proposed
deletion of those two sentences is intended
to avoid any confusion between the use pro-
visions of this bill and the ongoing legisla-
tive debate over grazing fees in the Western
States. Mr. Hogan asked our opinion as to
what effect the deletion of these two sen-
tences would have on management of the
Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie.

The proposed deletion of the referenced
sentence would have no practical effect on
management of the Prairie. The Forest Serv-
ice will utilize the same general terms and
conditions for agricultural leasing as was
utilized by the Army, including competitive
bidding for farming and leasing rights. This
system has worked well for the Army and we
plan to continue it. And, we note, the system
is consistent with general Forest Service
management practices throughout the East-
ern United States.

If we can provide additional information,
please do not hesitate to ask.

JACK WARD THOMAS,
Chief.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the amendments offered
by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
EMERSON].

The amendments were agreed to.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed

and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks on H.R. 714, the bill
just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

f

AUTHORIZING THE SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE TO CONVEY
LANDS TO THE CITY OF ROLLA,
MO

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to call up from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 701) to
authorize the Secretary of Agriculture
to convey lands to the city of Rolla,
MO, and ask for its immediate consid-
eration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there

objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

Mr. STENHOLM. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, I shall not ob-
ject, but I yield to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] for an expla-
nation of the bill.

(Mr. EMERSON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding under his
reservation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of this measure, H.R. 701,
which is vital to the rural economic de-
velopment efforts of southern Missouri.
This legislation will authorize the U.S.
Department of Agriculture to convey
land within the Mark Twain National
Forest to the city and citizens of Rolla,
MO. This same bill was approved by the
full House in the 103d Congress; how-
ever, procedural obstacles in the U.S.
Senate on the last day of the 2d ses-
sion, unrelated to the merits of this
legislation, blocked further consider-
ation and eventual passage.

The city of Rolla has been diligent in
its plan to utilize the U.S. Forest Serv-
ice’s district ranger office site in the
development and construction of a re-
gional tourist center. I feel its impor-
tant to note that tourism is the second
largest industry in Missouri and this
tourist center has already attracted
great interest along with injecting
needed dollars into the regional Rolla
economy.

Clearly, this project is a prime exam-
ple of a local community exercising its
own rural development plan for local
expansion and job creation. In these
times of reduced Federal support for
rural community-based economic en-
terprises, the city of Rolla is a shining
example and model of both involve-
ment and initiative that other commu-
nities around the country can clearly
emulate.

For over a year now, the city of Rolla
has been collecting a 3-percent tax on
local hotels in the attempt to finance
this project independent of any assist-
ance from the Federal Government. In-
deed, this land transfer arrangement is
a very unique partnership for both
Rolla and the Mark Twain National
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Forest. Several of Missouri’s proud his-
torical landmarks, which are impor-
tant elements of this site, will be main-
tained and preserved for current and
future generations through the efforts
of the city of Rolla—at a substantially
reduced cost to State and Federal tax-
payers.

This is particularly important to
bear in mind, since this facility would
have no further commercial viability
without the direct involvement of the
city of Rolla. So now, two worthy goals
can be achieved—economic develop-
ment and historical preservation. In-
deed, there are other facilities that
would serve the city’s need for a tour-
ist center, but the local community
and its leaders have had the vision to
realize this is a prime opportunity to
help themselves and relieve Federal
taxpayers from the burden of maintain-
ing these Forest Service buildings and
related facilities within the city of
Rolla.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the leader-
ship efforts of the Mark Twain Na-
tional Forest and the city of Rolla. I
urge the expeditious approval of this
measure in order that the citizens of
Rolla can get on with the business of
economic development and job cre-
ation.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 701, a bill to authorize the
Secretary of Agriculture to convey lands to the
city of Rolla, MO. H.R. 701 is nearly identical
to H.R. 3426 that was introduced in the 103d
Congress by Congressman EMERSON. H.R.
3426 was passed by unanimous consent in
the House after being discharged by the Agri-
culture Committee at the very end of the ses-
sion. The Senate took no action on the bill be-
fore adjournment.

H.R. 701 authorizes the city of Rolla to pay
fair market value for the lands described by
the bill. The city may pay for the land in full
within 6 months of conveyance or, at the op-
tion of the city, pay for land in annual pay-
ments over 20 years with no interest. If the
20-year option is taken, the payments must be
put in a Sisk Act Fund where they will be
available, subject to appropriation, until ex-
pended by the Secretary. The bill also re-
leases the U.S. Forest Service from liability
due to hazardous wastes found on the prop-
erty that were not identified prior to convey-
ance and requires the preservation of historic
resource on the property.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I
withdraw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 701
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. LAND CONVEYANCE, ROLLA RANGER

DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIVE SITE,
ROLLA, MISSOURI.

(a) CONVEYANCE AUTHORIZED.— Subject to
the terms and conditions specified in this
section, the Secretary of Agriculture may
sell to the city of Rolla, Missouri (in this
section referred to as the ‘‘City’’), all right,
title, and interest of the United States in
and to the following:

The property identified as the Rolla Rang-
er District Administrative site of the Forest
Service located in Rolla, Phelps County,
Missouri, encompassing ten acres more of
less, the conveyance of which by C.D. and
Oma A. Hazlewood to the United States was
recorded on May 6, 1936, in book 104, page 286
of the Record of Deeds of Phelps County,
Missouri.

(b) CONSIDERATION.—As consideration of
the conveyance under subsection (a), the
City shall pay to the Secretary an amount
equal to the fair market value of the prop-
erty as determined by an appraisal accept-
able to the Secretary and prepared in accord-
ance with the Uniform Appraisal Standards
for Federal Land Acquisition as published by
the Department of Justice. Payment shall be
due in full within six months after the date
the conveyance is made or, at the option of
the City, in twenty equal annual install-
ments commencing on January 1 of the first
year following the conveyance and annually
thereafter until the total amount due has
been paid.

(c) DEPOSIT OF FUNDS RECEIVED.—Funds re-
ceived by the Secretary under subsection (b)
as consideration for the conveyance shall be
deposited into the special fund in the Treas-
ury authorized by the Act of December 4,
1967 (16 U.S.C. 484a, commonly known as the
Sisk Act). Such funds shall be available, sub-
ject to appropriation, until expended by the
Secretary.

(d) RELEASE.—Subject to compliance with
all Federal environmental laws prior to
transfer, the City, upon conveyance of the
property under subsection (a), shall agree in
writing to hold the United States harmless
from any and all claims relating to the prop-
erty, including all claims resulting from haz-
ardous materials on the conveyed lands.

(e) RIGHT OF REENTRY.—The conveyance to
the City under subsection (a) shall be made
by quitclaim deed in fee simple, subject to a
right of reentry in the United States if the
Secretary determines that the City is not in
compliance with the compensation require-
ments specified in subsection (b) or other
condition prescribed by the Secretary in the
deed of conveyance.

(f) CONSERVATION OF HISTORIC RESOURCES.—
In consultation with the State Historic Pres-
ervation Office of the State of Missouri, the
Secretary shall ensure that the historic re-
sources on the property to be conveyed are
conserved by requiring, at the closing on the
conveyance of the property, that the City
convey an historic preservation easement to
the State of Missouri assuring the right of
the State to enter the property for historic
preservation purposes. The historic preserva-
tion easement shall be negotiated between
the State of Missouri and the City, and the
conveyance of the easement shall be a condi-
tion to the conveyance authorized under sub-
section (a). The protection of the historic re-
sources on the conveyed property shall be
the responsibility of the State of Missouri
and the City, and not that of the Secretary.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that Members may
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks on H.R. 701, the bill
just considered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.
f

MODIFYING BOUNDARIES OF
TALLADEGA NATIONAL FOREST
Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to call up the bill,
H.R. 1874, to modify the boundaries of
the Talladega National Forest, Ala-
bama, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there

objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

Mr. STENHOLM. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, I shall not ob-
ject, but I yield to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] for an expla-
nation of the bill.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding under his
reservation of objection.

Mr. Speaker, this bill would transfer
land currently under the jurisdiction of
the Bureau of Land Management to the
Forest Service. The land is currently
being managed by the Forest Service.
Another reason for the transfer is that
the Penhody National Recreational
Trail runs through a portion of the
land that we are transferring. This
transfer will enhance the management
of the Penhody. The total amount
being transferred is 559 acres. It is my
understanding that the minority has
no objection to this legislation, and
that the administration is in support.

Mr. Speaker, I will include a docu-
ment titled ‘‘Questions and Answers,
H.R. 1874, Talladega National Forest,’’
for the RECORD.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 1874, a bill to modify the
boundaries of the Talladega National Forest.
This bill is a commonsense attempt to stream-
line and make more cost-efficient the manage-
ment of our national forests by transferring two
small tracts of adjacent Bureau of Land Man-
agement [BLM] land to the Talladega National
Forest in Alabama. I commend our colleague,
Mr. BROWDER of Alabama, in his efforts.

H.R. 1874 modifies the boundaries of the
Talladega National Forest in Alabama by
transferring approximately 350 acres of Bu-
reau of Land Management [BLM] land to the
Talladega National Forest. Both the U.S. For-
est Service and the BLM support the concept
of the transfer. The bill ensures that no exist-
ing rights of way, easement, lease license or
permit shall be affected by the transfer.

According to the U.S. Forest Service this
transfer will actually reduce the amount of
boundary line the U.S. Forest Service will be
required to maintain. Further, because the
BLM lands are adjacent to or surrounded by
the Talladega National Forest, the Congres-
sional Budget Office reports that there are no
significant costs to the government associated
with the change in jurisdiction.

Mr. Speaker, I would also like included in
the RECORD a document from the U.S. Forest
Service entitled ‘‘Questions and Answers, H.R.
1874, Talladega National Forest, Alabama,’’
regarding the transfer.

QUESTION AND ANSWERS, H.R. 1874,
TALLADEGA NATIONAL FOREST, ALABAMA

Q. Where is the Talladega National Forest
located in Alabama?
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A. The Talladega National Forest is bro-

ken up into two divisions—the Oakmulgee
Division, located in central Alabama South
and West of Birmingham, Alabama; and the
Talladega Division, located east central Ala-
bama and being East of Birmingham, Ala-
bama.

Q. Which Division is effected by H.R. 1874?
A. The land is located on the Talladega Di-

vision.
Q. Where on the Talladega Division are the

tracts mentioned in H.R. 1874 located?
A. The first tract is located in Cleburne

County and contains 399.4 acres and is more
particularly described as Township 17 South,
Range 8 East, Section 34, NE1⁄4, SW1⁄4, and S1⁄2
NW1⁄4. This tract is located within the exist-
ing Proclamation Boundary of the Talladega
N.F. and close to being surrounded by Na-
tional Forest ownership.

The second tract is located in Calhoun
County and contains 160 acres and is more
particularly described as Township 13 South,
Range 9 East, Section 28, SE1⁄4. This tract is
located just outside of the existing Procla-
mation Boundary of Talladega N.F. but is
adjacent to and contiguous with National
Forest ownership.

Q. What’s presently located on these lands?
A. Both properties are forested tracts with

pine and hardwood. There are no known or
surveyed cultural resource sites or threat-
ened or endangered species known to be lo-
cated on these tracts. However, the first and
largest tract is located inside a tentative
Habitat Management Area for the Red
Cockaded Woodpecker, a listed endangered
species. In addition, the Pinhoti Trail, ad-
ministered by the Forest Service, runs
through the largest tract.

Q. What is a Habitat Management Area
(HMA)? and why is it ‘‘tentative’’?

A. This is an area that contains pine and
pine-hardwood forest types that will be man-
aged for the recovery of the Red Cockaded
Woodpecker.

It is ‘‘tentative’’ until the Forest has com-
pleted its Forest Plan Revision.

Q. Just what is the Pinhoti Trail?
A. The Pinhoti Trail is a National Recre-

ation Trail that was so designated back in
1977. It is a foot trail that extends for 98.6
miles along the mountains, valleys, and
ridges of the Talladega Division, Talladega
National Forest.

Q. Where does the Pinhoti Trail begin and
end?

A. The trail starts on the Talladega Rang-
er District at Clairmont Gap off of the
Talladega Scenic Drive and ends on the
Northeastern boundary of the Shoal Creek
Ranger District at Highway 278.

Q. H.R. 1874 indicates that the first tract
contains 339.4 acres while the description
calls for 399.4 acres. Which is correct?

A. The 399.4 acres is correct. There was
probably a typo error made while drafting
the bill. However, the description is accu-
rate.

Q. Just what does the Bill do?
A. The Bill will transfer jurisdiction of

these two tracts totaling 559.4 acres from the
Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Depart-
ment of Interior to the Forest Service, U.S.
Department of Agriculture.

Q. Why is this necessary?
A. As pointed out, the effected lands are

adjacent to and mixed in with existing Na-
tional Forest lands. This would ease the ad-
ministration of these federal lands for both
agencies.

Q. Does BLM Agee with this change of ju-
risdiction?

A. Yes. They have worked closely with the
Forest Service on this transfer for a number
of years.

Q. Does the public have any concern about
the change?

A. No. They already think the land is part
of the National Forest System because of
their location. This is especially true where
the Pinhoti Trail runs through the larger
tract in Cleburne County. In fact, the For-
ests current Administrative Map shows the
399 acre parcel as being national forest.

The county records in Cleburne County
shows the property to be owned by the ‘‘USA
Talladega NF’’; while the Calhoun County
records shows it to be owned by the ‘‘US For-
estry Division’’.

Q. Why does the Administrative Map show
this property to be National Forest?

A. Probably an error was made when the
map was last revised since the property is
government land, almost surrounded by na-
tional forest land and has the Pinhoti Trail
running through it.

Q. Are there any right-of-ways, easements,
leases, licenses or permits on the lands being
transferred?

A. There are no known right-of-ways, ease-
ments, etc. or known claims (neither prop-
erties are adjacent to residential develop-
ment) on either of the properties. If there
were, the Forest Service has the necessary
authority and regulations to handle.

Q. What is the history of these Tracts?
A. The 160 acre parcel, located in Calhoun

County, has never been patented and was not
withdrawn from the Public Domain when the
Talladega National Forest was established
by Proclamation 2190 dated 7/17/1936. This
property has always been owned by the Unit-
ed States.

The 399 acre parcel, located in Cleburne
County, was patented to the State of Ala-
bama back in August 1941. A clause in the
Patent stated ‘‘this patent is issued upon the
express condition that the land hereby
granted shall revert to the USA upon a find-
ing by the Secretary of Interior that for a
period of five (5) consecutive years such land
has not been used by the said State of Ala-
bama for park or recreational purposes, or
that such land or any part thereof is being
devoted to other uses.’’ On November 14, 1978,
the State of Alabama Quitclaimed this land
to the United States and on February 9, 1979
title was accepted by the Bureau of Land
Management.

(NOTE: The 1891 Organic Act originally
gave the President the authority to place
forest land into public reservations by Proc-
lamation. President Franklin Roosevelt is-
sued a Proclamation withdrawing the land
now within our forest boundary for public
recreational use pursuant to the Recreation
and Public Purposes Act before the
Talladega National Forest was established
by Presidential Proclamation in 1936. A pat-
ent on the withdrawn lands was then issued
to the State in 1941 with a reversionary
clause to the United States. Alabama
reconveyed by Quit Claim deed to the United
States in 1978 due to its non-use. The Procla-
mation creating the Talladega National For-
est included a provision that all lands here-
after acquired by the United States under
the Weeks Act should be administered as a
part of the Talladega National Forest. This
provision, however, only applied to lands ac-
quired under the Weeks Act, and not the
BLM land which simply reverted back to the
United States. The proclamation itself no
longer had the force of law when the United
States regained title to the subject land due
to the repeal of the 1891 Act by section 704 of
the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976. Hence, the subject land reverted
to the status of unappropriated public land,
and hence are not included within the
Talladega National Forest as they had been
withdrawn in favor of the State of Alabama
prior to the proclamation and were later pat-
ented to the State, thus entirely escaping
federal control and the scope of the procla-
mation.)

Q. What boundaries are being modified?
A. As previously indicated, the 160 acre

parcel located in Calhoun County is located
adjacent to but west of and outside of the ex-
isting Proclamation Boundary for the
Talladega National Forest. The Bill would
extend this boundary to incorporate the
tract.

The 399.4 acre parcel located in Cleburne
County is within the Proclamation Bound-
ary. Technically no boundary modification is
needed in this case as far as the Proclama-
tion Boundary is concerned. However, the
land line boundary would technically be
changed in the jurisdictional transfer.

Regardless of the technicality of boundary
modification, the Bill does effect the correct
transfer of jurisdiction being sought by both
agencies.

Q. How many additional acres of lands does
the BLM presently have jurisdiction over
that are within or adjacent to the Talladega
National Forest?

A. None to the best of our knowledge.
Q. How is BLM presently managing these

lands to be transferred to the Forest Serv-
ice?

A. They are currently being managed for
hunting and dispersed recreation.

Q. How much will it cost the Forest Serv-
ice to administer these lands?

A. The main additional cost would be to
maintain the approximately 1 mile of addi-
tional boundary lines located on the 160 acre
parcel in Calhoun County. Estimated cost for
maintenance runs around $500 to $600 per
mile. However, with the tract located in
Cleburne County, the Forest Service would
actually lose approximately 13⁄4 miles of land
lines. Therefore there is a net loss of around
3⁄4 miles of land lines that the Forest Service
will not have to maintain.

Since the lands are adjacent to and/or are
within the existing National Forest, there
will be little or no additional costs associ-
ated with the change of jurisdiction. The 599
acres would be incorporated into the 229,772
acres that currently makes up the Talladega
Division, Talladega National Forest. (Total
for the entire Talladega National Forest is
387,176 acres.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I
withdraw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 1874
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. EXPANSION OF TALLADEGA NA-

TIONAL FOREST.
(a) BOUNDARY MODIFICATION.—The exterior

boundaries of the Talladega National Forest
is hereby modified to include the following
described lands:

Huntsville Meridian, Township 17 South,
Range 8 East, Section 34, NE1⁄4, SW1⁄4, and
S1⁄2NW1⁄4, Cleburne County, containing 399.40
acres, more or less.

Huntsville Meridian, Township 13 South,
Range 9 East, Section 28, SE1⁄4, Calhoun
County, containing 160.00 acres, more or less.

(b) ADMINISTRATION.—(1) Subject to valid
existing rights, all Federal lands described
under subsection (a) are hereby added to and
shall be administered as part of the
Talladega National Forest, and the Sec-
retary of the Interior shall transfer, without
reimbursement, administrative jurisdiction
over such lands to the Secretary of Agri-
culture.

(2) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to affect the validity of or the terms
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and conditions of any existing right-of-way,
easement, lease, license, or permit on lands
transferred by subsection (a), except that
such lands shall be administered by the For-
est Service. Reissuance of any authorization
shall be in accordance with the laws and reg-
ulations generally applying to the Forest
Service, and the change of jurisdiction over
such lands resulting from the enactment of
this Act shall not constitute a ground for the
denial of renewal or reissuance of such au-
thorization.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 1874, the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

f
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SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EV-
ERETT). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of May 12, 1995, and under a pre-
vious order of the House, the following
Members will be recognized for 5 min-
utes each.

f

RESTRICTIONS ON POLITICAL AD-
VOCACY MISGUIDED AND MIS-
PLACED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, later this
week the House will take up consider-
ation of the appropriations bill for the
Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services and Education. I want
to call my colleagues’ attention to the
fact that not included in this appro-
priations bill are some 13 pages of leg-
islation, something we are not sup-
posed to do on appropriations bills.

The topic of this 13-page legislative
provision is ‘‘Political Advocacy.’’ It
flies directly in the face of the first
amendment to the Constitution which
says that this body, the Congress, shall
make no law concerning free speech,
freedom of association, or the right to
petition the Government. But that is
precisely what this 13-page piece of leg-
islation, buried in this appropriations
bill, will do.

Mr. Speaker, the subtitle of this title
says, ‘‘Prohibition on the Use of Fed-
eral Funds for Political Advocacy.’’ As
it happens, of course, that is already il-
legal. The real sweep of this legislative
proposal has very little to do with Fed-
eral funds. What it does have to do
with is your use of your own funds.
Every single American citizen, non-
profit organization, recipient of a Fed-

eral research grant likely is going to be
swept into the impact of this incredible
and chilling piece of legislation.

Mr. Speaker, if you look at the defi-
nition of ‘‘political advocacy,’’ which is
one of the principal operative concepts
in this bill, it includes virtually every-
thing that you might have thought was
protected speech under the first
amendment to the Constitution. Even
an inkind contribution to a political
campaign; even the purchase of some-
thing that has nothing to do with poli-
tics, if the person or the organization
you are purchasing it from happens to
have used more than 15 percent of its
resources on political advocacy. Again,
political advocacy includes just about
anything having to do with trying to
affect the political debate in this coun-
try not just at the Federal level, but at
the State and local levels as well.

Mr. Speaker, the other principal con-
cept that makes this such an
overarching and intrusive provision
has to do with the definition of grant,
because it is only grantees, recipients
of grants, that are swept into this new
regime of accounting for political
speech. But again, if you look at the
definition of grant, it is not just what
you might think in a commonsensical
way; that is, the provision of funds to
somebody directly from the Federal
Government. No, it is much broader
than that. It includes anything of
value provided, not given, but provided,
to any person or organization.

So if you consider, as absurd as it
may seem, that this political advocacy
restriction applies to anyone who gets
a grant, it will impact, for instance,
the following kinds of people: Disaster
victims getting emergency housing as-
sistance grants; nurses who may have
received a national research service
award; low-income tenants receiving
section 8 housing grants; researchers
receiving money from the National In-
stitutes of Health or the National
Science Foundation; and, Indian tribes.
Now, State and local governments are
excluded, but not Indian tribes, for in-
stance, getting grants for economic de-
velopment activities.

So it is incredibly far reaching and
intrusive, and it not only affects what
you can do with public money, but it
affects what you can do with your own
money. If you fall into this trap, and
almost all of us will, you could not
spend more than 5 percent of your own
money on any of these political advo-
cacy activities, State, Federal, local,
anything at all, or you would be dis-
qualified from getting any kind of Fed-
eral grant, again broadly defined, over
a period of 5 years.

Mr. MILLER of California. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SKAGGS. I would be happy to
yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. MILLER of California. I thank
the gentleman for taking his time in
pointing out what is an incredible
amendment to the bill that we will be
asked to vote on.

Mr. Speaker, let me ask the gen-
tleman from Colorado a question. As

the gentleman just described it, as I
understand it, if you are a big farmer
in the central valley of California and
you are receiving a water subsidy, or
you are a timber company and you are
receiving hundreds of millions of dol-
lars in subsidies in road building or
water subsidies, or if you are a mining
company and you have received land
under a grant from the Federal Govern-
ment, or if you are an oil company and
you are receiving royalty subsidies or
tax subsidies, you can come here and
lobby all you want to increase those
subsidies, to reduce them or to change
the law. But if you are a public interest
group and you have received any Fed-
eral money, you then have a limitation
on money that you have privately
raised or the private sector has partici-
pated with you; is that correct?

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, actually,
this goes even farther and includes
some of the groups that the gentleman
from California mentioned.

Now, it would not affect defense con-
tractors, for instance, but the way I
read it, somebody getting Burec water
at a subsidized rate would indeed be
swept under the provisions of this pro-
posal.

f

PROTECTING AMERICAN WORKERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, later this week the House will
be considering the Labor and Health
and Human Services appropriations
bill, and this bill will have provisions
in it that really punish working Ameri-
cans and working families in this coun-
try.

We now believe that when we send a
member of our family out into the
workplace in this country, that they
have a reasonable expectation, and we
have a reasonable expectation, that our
children or our spouse will go to work
in a relatively safe workplace, and that
that workplace will meet certain
standards as to its obligations to mem-
bers of our family as they go to work.

Mr. Speaker, that is because of OSHA
and the laws of general duty and obli-
gations that says, an employer has an
obligation to provide a safe workplace,
but also because of the many standards
that OSHA has developed to make the
construction trades safer; that make
the mining industry, in the case of
MSHA, safer; that make the chemical
industry safer, and it has made the pe-
troleum industry safer, throughout the
American economy. We have done this
all at the same time that productivity
has increased dramatically in this
country.

So it is not to suggest that OSHA, as
others have, that somehow they have
to be curtailed because they curtail
productivity, because there is just no
evidence that that is in fact the case.
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In fact, American corporations are ex-
periencing some of the greatest in-
creased in productivity at the same
time that they have continued to work
under workplace safety standards as
promulgated by OSHA.

Mr. Speaker, what is interesting is
that in the same bill, while most of the
other agencies are subjected to budget
cuts of around 7.5 percent, we see that
OSHA, that agency which protects our
families when they go to work, to
make sure that when they leave the
house they will come back to the
House in the same condition when they
left, we see that the enforcement for
OSHA is cut by almost 33 percent. A
third of its budget is taken away from
this agency that is given the obligation
to protect American workers.

Mr. Speaker, this is simply unaccept-
able. We cannot go back to the days
when American workers were chewed
up in the mines in this country, in the
factories in this country, in the places
of manufacturing in this country. We
still, even with the tremendous suc-
cesses that OSHA has had in bringing
down the injury rate and the loss of life
in the American workplace, we still see
that each day, some 6,000 Americans
are injured on the job, and this costs
American businesses billions of dollars
a year, and that is unacceptable. But
to now take off, to take off the ability
of OSHA to enforce the laws, is to sug-
gest that industries and businesses and
manufacturers can engage in a race to
the bottom where they can decide that
they can cut the cost of doing business
by having an unsafe workplace. That is
not acceptable to America’s workers,
and it is not acceptable to America’s
families.

Mr. Speaker, the bill also goes on to
say that OSHA cannot even promul-
gate regulations to try and protect
workers who suffer from repetitive mo-
tion disorders because of the increased
use in computers and some jobs in the
assembly segment of American manu-
facturing. All of us are aware, we see
people in the supermarket, we see peo-
ple standing in line to go to the show,
members of our own families, as they
wear harnesses on their hands, they
wear harnesses on their elbow, they go
to therapy because they are trying to
stay on the job.

At the same time that this Congress
is asking for more erogonomic-sen-
sitive furniture, components, machin-
ery to protect their workers in the U.S.
Congress, we are suggesting that we
cannot promulgate the regulations to
provide that same kind of protection to
American workers in the American
workplace. Yet we find that millions of
Americans suffer from these kinds of
disabilities that limit their ability to
earn a living, to provide for their fami-
lies. That is what OSHA is about. It is
about Americans being able to go to
work in a safe workplace, to earn a
wage, to provide for their families. To
the extent that they are disabled, to
the extent that they are injured, to the
extent that they suffer these kinds of

accidents, their capabilities of provid-
ing for their families are reduced. This
budget cut in this bill is simply an at-
tack on working families in this coun-
try and it should not be allowed to
stand. The Republicans are wrong-
headed in this effort and they should
not be allowed to take this measure.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. RAHALL. I thank the gentleman
from California for yielding. I would
just like to refer to earlier points you
made in your statement that I think
deserves a great deal of emphasis. You
referred to the fact that our American
workers cannot afford to be eaten up,
and the fact that productivity has in-
creased today. That is especially true
in the coal mining industry.

f

WOMEN AND THE RIGHT TO VOTE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
rose earlier to commemorate this won-
derful stamp that is going to be coming
out on August 26 that is going to cele-
brate women having had the right to
vote for 75 years in this country.

I must say as we see these women in
the stamp marching down the avenue
with men who supported them demand-
ing the right to vote, I would be a little
leery if I were a Member of Congress,
because I think after 75 years women
are learning how to use that vote and
women are going to be very angry
about what this Congress is doing to
women and children.

Last week we saw a good example
where in the prior Congress there had
been a unanimous consent on the Vio-
lence Against Women Act, that we
really had to get aggressive and do
that. It passed this House unani-
mously. There was not one vote
against it. Last week, after first at-
tempting to zero out the funds, we fi-
nally had to get excited and be very
grateful because we got 50 cents on the
dollar. We have ignored it all these
years, we know violence is very criti-
cal,and it is especially bad when chil-
dren are learning it in the home—when
they are learning it in the home, good
luck ever undoing it—so we really
made that commitment but we really
did not mean it, and if it had not been
for the Congresswoman, we would not
have even gotten 50 cents on the dollar,
because they were quick to say, OK,
well, we voted for it, but we do not
have the to fund it and it will slip
away.

We are seeing women’s right to
choose go down the chute, we are see-
ing all sorts of educational programs
and opportunities in the workplace
going down the chute, and we are see-
ing all sorts of things happening to
children.

In fact, a mother from Denver sent
me the poster for what they thing the
Labor-HHS bill that we are going to be

taking up this week should be showing.
Here it is. It is this wonderful child. I
think what the Congress is saying to
this child is, ‘‘Let them eat mud.’’

We are going after Head Start. Can
you believe that? We have never made
our commitment to Head Start. We are
going after all sorts of educational pro-
grams that this child’s future depends
on and so forth and so on. We are going
to attack their nutrition, attack their
education, attack their chance to get
ahead, attack a women’s ability to
move forward. I remind you that in the
Budget Act, they put a 15-percent tax
on child support enforcement. If the
government collects child support,
they are going to take 15 percent of
that out. Yet we keep saying to these
families, ‘‘Get up and get on your
own.’’

How are you going to do that unless
you were lucky enough to have picked
the right parents? This child did not
get a chance to pick my parents. I did
not get a chance to pick my parents
that I am aware of. If you are lucky
enough to have picked the right par-
ents, although I never knew you got
that choice, then you are going to be
OK. The idea that the government
should try and create and equal play-
ing field so you can utilize all of your
abilities, be you male, female, be you
black, white, be you Hispanic, Asian or
whatever is really rapidly eroding. It is
very rapidly eroding. If you do not
think it is rapidly eroding, watch what
we do this week. We are bringing the
meanest bill to this floor, the most ex-
treme bill to this floor that this Con-
gress has seen since the end of the war.
We are saying to this child, ‘‘You’ve
got to pay for the debt.’’ Obviously she
caused it. Listen, she was not even
here. She cannot even vote.

That is why I think as we get ready
to celebrate women having voted for 75
years, maybe people better sit back
and reflect. We may not have voted in
any great numbers in 1994, but I have a
feeling that women all over America
are getting as angry as the mother of
this child in Denver, CO and saying:
What are you people doing there? You
are not touching the B–2 bomber, you
are not touching the space station, you
are not touching really rich farmers,
you are not touching the traditional
pork. You are going after kids. You are
going after the people who cannot fight
back.

You may find that women unite this
year and we do fight back. We have had
the vote long enough. We now know
how to use it, and I think this Congress
better be careful. This war on women
and children had better end or women
and children will declare war on the
Congress.
f

MASSIVE CUTS LOOM IN LABOR-
HHS APPROPRIATIONS BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.
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Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I,

too, want to rise in great dismay and
almost shocked disbelief at the bill
that we are being asked to consider
this week which provides funding for
programs in the Departments of Labor,
Health and Human Services and Edu-
cation.

Most of the people who hold public
office today, whether in local, State, or
national capacities, have always made
a very strong and vocal commitment to
the importance of education, not just
to the children that are here today but
virtually for the future of this country.
In order for us to be truly competitive
in a world sense we have to be sure
that the children of America are being
given the fullest opportunity for edu-
cation, for training, for career develop-
ment, and certainly in meeting the
changes that occur in our economy and
in jobs throughout the Nation, we have
to also be prepared to make sure that
there are funds available for job re-
training of workers who are displaced
in a wide variety of industries, out-
comes of such things as NAFTA and
GATT, and simply the downsizing of
our megacorporations.

So it is almost with a dismay and
disbelief that I rise today to advise the
people in the country about these mas-
sive cuts that are coming in the field of
education. The budget that we are
going to be asked to vote for this week
cuts $3.8 billion in education and about
$2.8 billion of this cut are going to af-
fect the local schools directly. It is as-
tounding that such a major cut would
come from a field that everybody
agrees is the most important respon-
sibility of Government. But there you
have it. Now, how do these cuts come
into the budget category?

b 1240
The first major cut is $1.1 billion in

title I, which is a special program that
has been in existence since 1965.

I happen to have been here in the
Congress in 1965, where the debate over
25 years finally came to fruition and
the first federally financed Aid to Edu-
cation was enacted. It was then called
Public Law 8910; and that program has
continued over the years. Although
never fully funded, it has provided bil-
lions of dollars of assistance directly to
our schools.

How is it determined what the
schools are to get? It is targeted to
economically and educationally dis-
advantaged children in our schools. In
some instances, private schools are
able to benefit by sending their chil-
dren out to partake of the various pro-
grams that are located in the public
schools.

We have a devastating impact. Our
report shows that 1 million of our most
disadvantaged children in our neediest
schools that do not have the real prop-
erty tax base or the financial where-
withal to pay for an adequate edu-
cation are going to have these funds
stripped away. I think this is the most
egregious of all of the cuts that we are
being asked to make this week.

Mr. Speaker, the other program
which has had widespread support
throughout the country is a program
that we call Head Start. Time and
again, people have stood on the well of
this floor, Presidents have announced
that we must achieve full funding of
Head Start.

It takes into consideration the need
to prepare disadvantaged children, par-
ticularly, at age 4 and 5 years of age to
make it possible for them when they
enter the public schools in first grade
that they can achieve at a far more
adequate and rapid pace.

This is a program that has bipartisan
support and yet I am dismayed to re-
port that the Committee on Appropria-
tions cut Head Start by $137 million,
which means 45,000 to 50,000 children
who are currently in the program will
not be able to participate any longer.
What a tragedy for these youngsters.

What makes up an adequate edu-
cational system in America? What pro-
duces quality education? It is not
money in itself, it is the quality of the
teachers, and so one of the important
areas that we have funded in the past
is teacher education, and that program
is being totally eliminated, that is
known as the Eisenhower Professional
Development Program for teachers. I
see that my time is up, and I will be
back again on the floor.
f

EDUCATION CUTS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MARTINEZ]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise
the same as Mrs. MINK in vehement op-
position to the new majority’s Labor,
HHS, and Education appropriation bill.
It is a bill that is so bad that we should
not even try to amend it, even if we
could, because I do not believe there
are any amendments that could im-
prove it, so let it come to the floor just
the way it is and show the American
people what the new majority is really
all about.

Some have come to this floor and
said that the new majority are mean
spirited. Mr. Speaker, this goes beyond
mean spirited. The Labor HHS bill is a
cold-blooded attack on the American
dream.

It is especially damaging for those at
the very bottom of the ladder. The cuts
in education are at the very heart of
the American dream. Education has al-
ways been a plus, something to laud, in
America. Without education, would we
have had the major technical advance-
ments that we have known? That came
from people that were well educated in
this country? I doubt it.

I do not believe even in the past peo-
ple like George Washington Carver,
who gave us more than just the devel-
opment of so many things from the
peanut, would have had the advantages
that he did later in his life after he re-
ceived the formal education.

Mr. Speaker, education, to me, has
been at the heart of every advancement

of our Great Society. The new majority
cuts and slashes. Their cut-and-slash
tactics cut everything. They cut edu-
cation, a second chance for people.
They say they want everyone to speak
English. Where do they think adults
are going to learn English? They are
going to learn in school.

They are slashing a program so that
adults have to wait in line to get into
the ESL classes. Community-based or-
ganizations, which take up much of the
slack, are already short of funds to pro-
vide services, and the bill is cutting
their aid even further.

Even though the Federal Government
contributes only a small percentage of
the education money that is spent in
this country, they want to take that
away.

With this legislation, Congress is ig-
noring the national leadership role
that it has. When local school boards
all over the country are having hard
times paying for their schools, this bill
is denying the very little help we do
give. The no-tax phobia has school dis-
tricts around the country desperate for
funds. If we do not help, no one will.

Initiatives like California’s propo-
sition 13 and the two-thirds require-
ment for any new increase in funds for
schools handcuff the ability of commu-
nities to implement a bond measure to
raise taxes for those needs that they
believe are priorities like schools.

Mr. Speaker, I have never been of-
fended by taxes as long as the revenue
is spent well.

Mr. Speaker, I believe we must grow
up and the new majority must grow up
and face the responsibility for a sen-
sible society. Without taxes, there
would be no local law enforcement, no
local fire safety, no local sewage treat-
ment, no health and safety protections.
Taxes are a part of a civilized society.

If we think we have it bad, we ought
to look at some of our neighboring
countries. Some nations have more on-
erous taxes than we will ever have, but
they do not have the advancements in
technology that we do.

Taxes are a sacrifice made to invest-
ment in our country.

We hear our colleagues every day
come to this floor and say, we have to
run Congress like a business. I was in
business for many years, but I got into
politics and I saw other businesses
around me fail because they would not
make the sacrifice that we need to
make to make an investment in our
business. Well, we are now giving a tax
break to the rich at the expense of an
investment in the programs for the
poor of our country.

The Labor, HHS, education bill is a
disinvestment in the future of the chil-
dren of this Nation that is irrational
and unfair. Mr. Speaker, what has hap-
pened to the promise of a brighter to-
morrow, a kinder and gentler America
that we heard about not so long ago, a
future for our children that people, and
especially politicians, love to make in
speeches?
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TOBACCO AND AMERICA’S YOUTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from California
[Mr. WAXMAN] is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and ex-
tend my remarks and to insert extra-
neous material.

I have taken out this special order to
talk again about the No. 1 threat to the
health of our children—tobacco.

A lot has happened since I spoke to
this body last week. They Justice De-
partment has confirmed that it will
impanel a grand jury in this city to
consider perjury charges against to-
bacco company CEO’s. The U.S. attor-
ney in New York has confirmed that he
will impanel a grand jury in Manhat-
tan to investigate whether tobacco
companies lied to Federal regulators
about the health effects of tobacco.
And the President has begun to con-
sider how best to regulate tobacco.

Almost unnoticed amid the head-
lines, however, is the damage ciga-
rettes have done to the health of our
Nation. In the last week alone, over
7,000 Americans have died from lung
cancer, heart disease, and other ill-
nesses caused by addiction to tobacco.

Even worse, in the last 7 days, 21,000
American children have begun to
smoke for the first time. One-third of
these children—7,000 kids—will become
lifelong nicotine addicts and eventu-
ally die from a tobacco-related disease.

Clearly, the time has come for com-
monsense regulation to discourage
children from smoking.

When I appeared before this body last
week, I reported on my investigation
into the research activities of Philip
Morris, the Nation’s largest tobacco
company. This investigation revealed
three important facts.

First, Philip Morris conducted secret
research on nicotine pharmacology for
more than a decade.

Second, top company officials—in-
cluding the Philip Morris board of di-
rectors and at least three separate vice
presidents for research and develop-
ment—had knowledge of the secret nic-
otine research program.

Third, Philip Morris conducted re-
search for the specific purpose of deter-
mining the pharmacological effects of
nicotine on children and college stu-
dents.

One major question remained unan-
swered, however. Did Philip Morris use
its secret nicotine research to design
cigarettes sold to the American public?

We know from the documents I re-
leased last week that Philip Morris’ se-
cret research program was undertaken
for commercial reasons. The document
describing the plans and objectives for
the behavioral research laboratory in
1979, for example, stated expressly:

The rationale for the program rests on the
premise that such knowledge will strengthen
Philip Morris R&D capability in developing
new and improved smoking products.

Philip Morris, however, has consist-
ently maintained that it never com-
mercialized this research or manipu-
lated nicotine. A year ago, the Philip
Morris CEO, William Campbell, testi-
fied before my subcommittee that
‘‘Philip Morris does not manipulate nor
independently control the level of nico-
tine in our products.’’

Last month, when the New York
Times first reported on the secret Phil-
ip Morris research program, Philip
Morris asserted that it never used the
research results in creating products
for the market.

Today, I will present evidence that
conflicts fundamentally with these
Philip Morris statements. I will
present evidence that appears to prove
beyond a reasonable doubt that Philip
Morris manipulated the nicotine levels
in cigarettes sold to the American pub-
lic.

My investigation of nicotine manipu-
lation by Philip Morris has been hin-
dered by two obstacles. First, Philip
Morris has not cooperated with the in-
vestigation. Over a year ago, on June
29, 1994, I wrote Philip Morris to re-
quest copies of Philip Morris docu-
ments relating to nicotine manipula-
tion. With minor exceptions, Philip
Morris has refused to provide these
documents.

The second obstacle is that the Con-
gress has apparently ceased its inves-
tigation of the tobacco industry. This
makes it impossible for me to call
Philip Morris witnesses before an in-
vestigative committee to respond to
my inquiries.

Because of these obstacles, I cannot
yet provide a complete and final record
of Philip Morris’s efforts to manipulate
nicotine. Nevertheless, what I have re-
cently learned is so significant that I
believe I must take the extraordinary
step for reporting on it in this chamber
today. I believe I have an obligation to
the Members of this body, to the ad-
ministration, and ultimately to the
American people to tell what I know so
that together we can move closer to
the truth.

As I did last week, I will first present
a summary of my investigation. Then I
will then read into the RECORD a chro-
nology of excerpts from previously se-
cret Philip Morris documents. Finally,
I will present the documents them-
selves for publication in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

SYSTEMATIC MANIPULATION IN THE
LABORATORY

The evidence of nicotine manipula-
tion begins in the very same Philip
Morris laboratories in Richmond, VA,
that conducted the electric shock stud-
ies and the nicotine pharmacology re-
search that I described last week.
Throughout the 1970’s, researchers in
these laboratories engaged in a system-
atic search ‘‘to determine optimal nic-
otine/tar ratios for cigarette accept-
ability in a low delivery cigarette.’’

The nicotine/tar ratio is a ratio that
compares the amount of nicotine deliv-
ered by a cigarette with the amount of

tar delivered by the cigarette. Officials
of the tobacco industry have long
maintained that because nicotine lev-
els follow tar levels, there is a single,
fixed nicotine/tar ratio in all ciga-
rettes. For instance, Alexander Spears,
the chief operating officer of the
Lorillard Tobacco Co., testified before
my subcommittee on March 25, 1994,
that:

We do not set nicotine levels for particular
brands of cigarettes. Nicotine levels follow
the tar level. . . . The correlation . . . is es-
sentially perfect correlation between tar and
nicotine and shows that there is no manipu-
lation of nicotine.

The objective of the Philip Morris re-
searchers, however, was to break this
essentially perfect correlation between
nicotine and tar. Their goal was to de-
termine if an increased ratio of nico-
tine to tar would make low-tar ciga-
rettes more acceptable to the smoker.

The first document to discuss the se-
cret search for the optimal nicotine/tar
ratio is a December 1970 research re-
port. In this report, Philip Morris sci-
entists stated that they were ‘‘initiat-
ing a study of the effect of systematic
variation of the nicotine/tar ratio upon
smoking rate and acceptability meas-
ures.’’

In May 1974, the Philip Morris sci-
entists described their research as in-
volving the systematic manipulation of
nicotine. Although Philip Morris CEO
William Campbell testified last year
that Philip Morris does not manipulate
nicotine, the researchers stated that
they were ‘‘systematically manipulat-
ing tar and nicotine parameters of
cigarettes * * * to predict nicotine/tar
ratios for optimal cigarette accept-
ability.’’

By November 1974, the Philip Morris
scientists achieved a breakthrough. Ac-
cording to the researchers, the natural
ratio of nicotine to tar in tobacco is
0.07—that is, 7 parts nicotine to 100
parts tar. The researchers found that
by boosting this ratio in low-tar ciga-
rettes, about 40 percent to approxi-
mately 0.10—or 10 parts nicotine to 100
parts tar—they could produce a low-tar
cigarette that equaled a regular-deliv-
ery cigarette in both acceptability and
strength. In other words, the research-
ers found that by increasing the nico-
tine level in a low-tar cigarette by 40
percent while leaving the tar level un-
changed, they could produce a stronger
and more acceptable low-tar cigarette.

By October 1975, the scientists com-
pleted a follow-up study to replicate
their findings. This follow-up study
confirmed the initial results. The sci-
entists found that ‘‘the optimum nico-
tine to tar ratio for a 10 milligram cig-
arette is somewhat higher than that
occurring in smoke from the natural
state of tobacco.’’

COMMERCIALIZATION

There is compelling evidence that
not long after completing this re-
search, Philip Morris used the research
findings to manipulate nicotine levels
in cigarette brands sold to the Amer-
ican public.
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One brand in which manipulation

seems certain to have occurred is the
regular-length Benson & Hedges ciga-
rette. I have a chart that shows what
happened to the nicotine/tar ratios in
this cigarette between 1968 and 1985,
the first and last years for which data
is available for this cigarette variety.

As you can see, the nicotine/tar ratio
remained essentially flat at 0.07, the
natural nicotine/tar ratio in tobacco,
from 1968 to 1978. From 1978 to 1983,
however, the ratios changed signifi-
cantly. During this period, the nico-
tine/tar ratio did exactly what the
Philip Morris researchers rec-
ommended—it increased.

As the chart shows, the nicotine/tar
ratio reaches a high of 0.2 in 1981. By
1983, the nicotine/tar ratio in the Ben-
son & Hedges cigarette is 0.11—vir-
tually the exact level recommended by
the Philip Morris scientists.

These increases in the nicotine/tar
ratio resulted from increases in the
nicotine level of the Benson & Hedges
cigarette. The tar level in the cigarette
in 1983 is exactly the same as it was in
1978—but the nicotine level is more
than 50 percent higher.

A key question arises from these
facts: Were the increases in the nico-
tine level and the nicotine/tar ratio of
the Benson & Hedges cigarette the re-
sult of the deliberate design decisions
of Philip Morris? Or were they the re-
sult of chance or random variation?

To answer this question, I asked Dr.
Lynn Kozlowski from Penn State Uni-
versity, one of the Nation’s leading ex-
perts on low-tar cigarettes, to perform
a statistical analysis of the changes in
the nicotine/tar ratio of the Benson &
Hedges cigarette. His analysis shows
that the increases in the nicotine/tar
ratio were not the result of chance or
random variation. Specifically, he
found the possibility that the elevated
nicotine/tar ratios could be explained
by chance or random variation is less
than 1 in 100,000. In other words, the
possibility is virtually zero.

Benson & Hedges is not the only ex-
ample of commercialization I found
during my investigation. In 1981, Philip
Morris introduced a new cigarette
brand, the Merit Ultra Light. Like the
Benson & Hedges cigarette, the Merit
Ultra Light had an increased nicotine/
tar ratio.

I have a chart that shows the nico-
tine/tar ratio in the Merit Ultra Light.
As the chart illustrates, the nicotine/
tar ratio is significantly elevated from
the natural ratio of 0.07. The ratio in
this cigarette is 0.11—virtually the
exact level recommended by the sci-
entists.

In summary, the evidence I will
present today shows three crucial
points.

First, Philip Morris researchers de-
termined that the natural nicotine/tar
ratio in cigarettes is 0.07.

Second, Philip Morris researchers
recommended that this natural nico-
tine/tar ratio be increased to approxi-
mately 0.10 in low-tar cigarettes to in-
crease acceptability and strength.

Third, shortly after this rec-
ommendation was made, Philip Morris
raised the nicotine/tar ratio in Benson
& Hedges cigarettes to the rec-
ommended level of 0.10 and above and
introduced a new brand, the Merit
Ultra Light, with a similar elevated
nicotine/tar ratio.

There appears to be only one conclu-
sion that can be drawn from this evi-
dence: Philip Morris deliberately in-
creased nicotine levels in commercially
marketed cigarettes.

At this point, I want to begin to read
excerpts from the documents.

CHRONOLOGY OF PHILIP MORRIS RESEARCH ON
NICOTINE MANIPULATION

December 1970.—Philip Morris re-
searchers commence a study that di-
rectly involves manipulation of the
nicotine/tar ratio in cigarettes. The
study involves reducing tar levels and
boosting nicotine levels by adding nic-
otine salt, a commercial form of nico-
tine. Specifically, the researchers
write:

We are initiating a study of the effect of
systematic variation of the nicotine/tar ratio
upon smoking rate and acceptability meas-
ures. Using Marlboro as a base cigarette we
will reduce the tar delivery incrementally by
filtration and increase the nicotine delivery
incrementally by adding a nicotine salt. All
cigarettes will be smoked for several days
each by a panel of 150 selected volunteers.

Source: P.A. Eichorn and W.L. Dunn,
‘‘Quarterly Report of Projects 1600 and
2302’’—Dec. 31, 1970.

September 1971.—Philip Morris re-
searchers describe their research objec-
tives for 1972. They state that their
goal is ‘‘to determine optimal nicotine/
tar ratios for cigarette acceptability of
relatively low delivery cigarettes.’’

The researchers also identify tobac-
co’s natural nicotine/tar ratio, stating
that a ratio of 0.07 is ‘‘characteristic of
a broad range of natural leaf.’’

Source: Memorandum on ‘‘Plans for
1972,’’ from W. Dunn et al. to P.A.
Eichorn—Sept. 8, 1971.

January 1972.—Philip Morris re-
searchers report plans to conduct a na-
tional mail-out of cigarettes with al-
tered nicotine/tar ratios. Specifically,
they write:

Low delivery cigarettes with varying tar
and nicotine deliveries are being made with
both low nicotine tobacco and with ordinary
tobacco. These cigarettes will be used in na-
tional mailouts to determine what combina-
tions of tar and nicotine make for optimal
acceptability in a low delivery cigarette.

Source: T.R. Schori, ‘‘Smoking and
Low Delivery Cigarettes,’’ in Consumer
Psychology Monthly Report—Dec. 16,
1971, to Jan. 15, 1972.

October 1972.—Philip Morris research-
ers develop a three-stage study for de-
termining the optimal nicotine levels
in menthol cigarettes. The researchers
write:

This study has a three-stage design. The
first stage is designed to identify those nico-
tine delivery levels which we might reason-
ably wish to consider for menthol cigarettes.
Having identified these nicotine delivery lev-
els, in stage 2 we will determine combina-
tions of nicotine and menthol which make

for optimal acceptability. And then in stage
3, cigarettes with these combinations of nic-
otine and menthol will be tested against cur-
rent brands of known quality and sales po-
tential.

The researchers also describe their
ongoing ‘‘tar and nicotine studies.’’
They state:

We have done a number of nicotine to tar
ratio studies. . . . When we get successful
models, we will go out to a national panel in
an attempt to determine combinations of tar
and nicotine for optimal acceptability.

Source: P.A. Eichorn and W.L. Dunn,
‘‘Quarterly Report—Projects 1600 and
2302’’—Oct. 5, 1972.

November 1972.—Philip Morris re-
searchers state that one of their re-
search objectives for 1973 is to deter-
mine if ‘‘a cigarette with a high nico-
tine/tar ratio has market potential.’’

Source: Memorandum on ‘‘1600 Objec-
tives for 1973’’—Nov. 11, 1972.

May 1973.—Philip Morris develops a 5-
year plan for research and develop-
ment. This plan states explicitly the
nicotine/tar ratio studies are being
conducted to develop new cigarette de-
signs. Specifically, the R&D plan
states:

This program comprises a number of stud-
ies expected to provide insight leading to
new cigaret designs. These include studies of
optimum nicotine/tar ratios [and] nicotine/
menthol relationships.

Source: Philip Morris, USA, ‘‘Re-
search and Development Five Year
Plan, 1974–1978’’—May 1973.

October 1973.—The Director of Re-
search at Philip Morris, Thomas
Osdene, who subsequently became vice
president for science and technology,
circulates the company’s R&D strategy
for the next 5 years. The strategy
makes it clear that manipulating the
concentration of smoke constituents
was one of the major priorities of Phil-
ip Morris’s research efforts.

Osdene’s strategy states:
R&D management will concentrate a large

part of the resources at its disposal in two
major long-range new product programs: a
cigarette with controlled-composition main-
stream smoke, and a ‘‘full-flavor’’ cigaret de-
livering less than ten milligrams of FTC tar.

The strategy then explains that the
full-flavor/low-delivery program re-
quires developing new means of manip-
ulating the relative concentrations of
key smoke constituents. Specifically,
the strategy states:

This program is directed at a dramatic re-
duction in cigaret tar level while maintain-
ing subjective responses equal to our present
major brands. . . . The task requires . . . de-
veloping means of increasing the relative
concentration of desirable constituents.

Source: Memorandum on ‘‘5-Year
Plan,’’ from T. S. Osdene to W. L. Dunn
et al.—Oct. 29, 1973.

May 1974.—Philip Morris researchers
state that they are engaged in system-
atic manipulation of nicotine. In a
monthly research report, they state:

Having done a number of studies (JND–1,
JND–2, TNT–3, TNT–4) in which we have sys-
tematically manipulated tar and nicotine
parameters of cigarettes, we are trying to
see if we can make any overall conclusion.
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Specifically, we are trying to predict nico-
tine/tar ratios for optimal cigarette accept-
ability at differing tar deliveries.

Source: T.R. Schori, ‘‘Regression
Analysis,’’ in Smoker Psychology
Monthly Report—May 9, 1974.

November 1974.—In the 1974 annual re-
port of research activities, Philip Mor-
ris scientists report a breakthrough in
their efforts to develop ‘‘low delivery
cigarettes with increased nicotine/tar
ratios.’’ A low delivery cigarette with
an increased nicotine/tar ratio of 0.12
was found to be ‘‘comparable to the
Marlboro in terms of both subjective
acceptability and strength.’’ According
to the researchers:

Although we previously have had ciga-
rettes in this delivery range which achieved
parity with Marlboro in acceptability, this is
the first time that such a cigarette has
achieved parity in both acceptability and
strength.

The researchers also described a fol-
low-up study to determine whether
‘‘the high nicotine/tar ratio was the
primary determinant of the smokers’
favorable perceptions of the cigarette.’’
According to the researchers:

In this study we will make three 10 mg tar
cigarettes with N/T ratios of 0.07, .10, and
.13—insuring that tar is constant over ciga-
rettes—and a Marlboro control. From this
test, we will be able to determine: (1) wheth-
er we can reliably make full flavored ciga-
rettes in the 10 mg range; and (2) whether a
relatively high N/T ratio is essential in order
to do so.

Top officials at Philip Morris were
informed of the results of this research.
The 1974 annual report was approved by
the Director of Research, Thomas
Osdene and distributed to the vice
president for Research and Develop-
ment, Helmut Wakeham.

Source: ‘‘Behavioral Research An-
nual Report, Part II,’’ approved by T.S.
Osdene and distributed to H. Wakeham
et al.—November 1, 1974—reprinted in
141 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at H7658–
62—daily edition. July 25, 1995.

October 1975.—Philip Morris research-
ers report the results of the followup
study to Helmut Wakeham, the vice
president for Research and Develop-
ment. The followup study successfully
confirmed the original results. Accord-
ing to the researchers:

This study provides evidence that the opti-
mum nicotine to tar ratio for a 10 mg tar
cigarette is somewhat higher than that oc-
curring in smoke from natural state of to-
bacco.

Specifically, the follow-up study in-
volved boosting nicotine levels by add-
ing a nicotine salt—nicotine citrate—
to low-delivery cigarettes to raise the
nicotine/tar ratio above the natural
ratio of 0.07. These experimental ciga-
rettes were then sent to a test panel of
hundreds of smokers. The results
showed:

[T]he experimental cigarette with the
moderate level of nicotine addition was
rated higher in acceptability than the pro-
portional reduction cigarette and equal to
the Marlboro control.

Source: ‘‘Low Delivery Cigarettes
and Increased Nicotine/Tar Ratios, A

Replications,’’ approved by William L.
Dunn and distributed to H. Wakeham
et al.—Oct. 1975.

December 1978.—Philip Morris re-
searchers analyze the nicotine levels in
cigarettes produced by other manufac-
tures. They prepare a table listing the
tar and nicotine levels and the nico-
tine/tar ratios of competitors’ brands.
Then they state:

The table suggests . . . that our competi-
tors’ brands . . . seem to be higher in nico-
tine delivery than we would otherwise expect
from our own experience with low delivery
cigarettes . . . We suspect that in some
cigarettes the use of high alkaloid blends
may . . . be an important contribution to
the higher ratios.

A high alkaloid blend refers to a
blend of tobacco containing high con-
centrations alkaloids. The principal
alkaloid in tobacco is nicotine.

Source: Memorandum on ‘‘Plans and
Objectives—1979,’’ from W.L. Dunn to
T.S. Osdene—Dec. 6, 1978—reprinted in
141 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at H7668–
70—daily edition. July 25, 1995.

February 1979.—Philip Morris re-
searchers plan a study on the changes
in nicotine levels detectable by smok-
ers. This study is intended to address
‘‘the recurring expression of concern
about the relative downness of N/T ra-
tios in PM products.’’

Source: ‘‘Notes on Program Review
Presentation 2/79.’’

THE FTC DATA

The documents I have just read show
that during the 1970’s, Philip Morris re-
searchers learned that the optimum
nicotine/tar ratio in low-delievery ciga-
rettes is approximately 0.10, compared
to a natural ratio of 0.07. This raises a
question of central relevance: Did Phil-
ip Morris commercialize this research?
In other words, did Philip Morris de-
sign commercial cigarettes with an ele-
vated nicotine/tar ratio of 0.10 or
above?

To answer this question, I reviewed
the tar and nicotine data from the Fed-
eral Trade Commission for low-delivery
cigarettes manufactured by Philip
Morris. The FTC has collected tar and
nicotine data on cigarettes since 1968.
For each variety of cigarette, the FTC
tests 100 cigarettes collected at random
from 50 different geographical loca-
tions. The tar and nicotine numbers re-
ported by the FTC show the results of
this extensive testing.

As I summarized earlier, this FTC
data provides compelling evidence that
Philip Morris commercialized its re-
search on optimum nicotine/tar ratios
in at least two cigarette brands.

The first example of commercializa-
tion is the regular-length—70 millime-
ter—Benson & Hedges filtered ciga-
rette. The first year that data is avail-
able for this brand is 1968. At that
time, the tar level was 21 milligrams/
cigarette, the nicotine level was 1.29
milligrams/cigarette, and the nicotine/
tar ratio was 0.06.

From 1968 to 1978, tar and nicotine
levels in regular-length Benson &
Hedges filtered cigarettes dropped sig-

nificantly to 0.9 milligrams tar and 0.06
milligrams nicotine. Throughout this
period, however, the nicotine/tar ratio
in the cigarette remained essentially
the same. In 1978, the nicotine/tar ratio
was 0.07, virtually the same level as in
1968. My chart illustrates this point.

This changed after 1978, due to sig-
nificant increases in the nicotine levels
in the cigarette. In 1978, the nicotine
level in the Benson & Hedges cigarette
was 0.06 milligrams. By 1981, however,
the nicotine level had doubled to 0.12
milligrams. In 1983, the nicotine level
was 0.10 milligrams—an increase of
over 60 percent from the 1978 level.

As the nicotine level was rising, so
was the nicotine/tar ratio. The chart
again illustrates this point. The nico-
tine/tar ratio rose in the Benson &
Hedges cigarette to 0.09 in 1979 and
then to 0.2 in 1981. In 1983, the ratio was
0.11—virtually the same ratio rec-
ommended by the Philip Morris re-
searchers.

In 1984 and 1985, Philip Morris re-
duced the nicotine/tar ratio in the Ben-
son & Hedges cigarette to the original
0.07 level. Nothing is known about why
Philip Morris took this step. It could
be because Philip Morris found other,
more subtle ways, to manipulate nico-
tine delivery, such as by increasing the
pH of the cigarette smoke, or perhaps
it simply reflects a decision to phase-
out the product. In any case, Philip
Morris apparently stopped making the
regular-length Benson & Hedges ciga-
rette after 1985, because no further FTC
data is available.

There are two further points that
emerge from the Benson & Hedges
data. First, the increased nicotine/tar
ratios from 1978 to 1983 are almost cer-
tainly due to the design decisions of
Philip Morris—not to chance or ran-
dom variation. Dr. Lynn Kozlowski,
the head of the Department of
Biobehavioral Health at Penn State
University, has reviewed the FTC data
for the Benson & Hedges cigarette. His
analysis shows the possibility that the
elevated nicotine/tar ratios could be
due to random fluctuations in tar and
nicotine levels is virtually nonexist-
ent—less than 1 in 100,000.

Second, the data refute the tobacco
industry’s claim that higher nicotine/
tar ratios in low-tar and ultra-low-tar
cigarettes are unavoidable because
they are a necessary consequence of fil-
tration. The Benson & Hedges cigarette
was an ultra-low-tar cigarette through-
out the period from 1978 to 1985. The
tar levels in the cigarette were consist-
ently below or near 1 milligram during
this period. Yet in three of these
years—1978, 1984, and 1985—the ciga-
rette had a natural nicotine/tar ratio of
0.07.

This history shows that Philip Mor-
ris was capable of producing—and in
fact did produce—an ultra-low-tar Ben-
son & Hedges cigarette with a natural
nicotine/tar ratio of 0.07. This plainly
demonstrates that the much higher
nicotine/tar ratios observed in the Ben-
son & Hedges cigarette between 1978
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and 1983 were avoidable. In other
words, the high ratios recorded during
this period must have reflected inten-
tional design decisions of Philip Mor-
ris.

The second example of commer-
cialization involves the king-size—85
millimeter—Merit Ultra Light. This
cigarette was introduced in 1981 as a
low-delivery cigarette. Its nicotine/tar
ratio, however, was not the natural
ratio of 0.07. Instead, like the Benson &
Hedges cigarette, its nicotine/tar ratio
was elevated. Specifically, the ratio
was again 0.11—the level recommended
by the Philip Morris researchers.

A chart again illustrates this point.
CURRENT EVIDENCE OF MANIPULATION

The evidence I have reviewed appears
to show beyond a reasonable doubt
that Philip Morris manipulated the
nicotine levels in cigarettes sold to the
American public in the late 1970’s and
early 1980’s. Is there evidence that
Philip Morris continues this manipula-
tion today?

Recent data from the Federal Trade
Commission is telling. It shows that
the nicotine/tar ratio in the Merit
Ultra Light cigarette has remained ele-
vated. For instance, from 1988 through
1993, the nicotine/tar ratio in king-size
Merit Ultra Light cigarettes sold in
soft packs was 0.10—virtually the same
elevated level as in 1981. This strongly
suggests continued manipulation in
this cigarette brand by Philip Morris.

There is one caveat in the recent
data that should be noted. Starting in
1988, the FTC stopped doing its own tar
and nicotine testing and instead began
to rely on data submitted by the to-
bacco industry. The tobacco industry
data is not as precise as the previous
data. For this reason, it is possible
that the actual nicotine/tar ratio in
Merit Ultra Lights from 1988 to 1993
could deviate somewhat from the re-
ported level.

Manipulating FTC nicotine deliveries
is only one of several ways to manipu-
late the amount of nicotine received by
the smoker. For instance, the amount
of nicotine absorbed by a smoker can
be increased without changing the FTC
nicotine delivery by increasing the al-
kalinity—or pH—of smoke. Alter-
natively, changes in filter design, such
as using ventilation holes that are cov-
ered by a smoker’s lips, can be used to
increase nicotine intake without af-
fecting the FTC nicotine delivery.

I have tried to investigate whether
Philip Morris uses these or other tech-
niques to manipulate nicotine in ciga-
rettes sold to the American public. Un-
fortunately, as I mentioned earlier,
Philip Morris has not cooperated with
this investigation. As a result, the full
extent to which Philip Morris manipu-
lates nicotine in its cigarettes is still
unknown.

CONCLUSION

Today, another 3,000 children will
begin to smoke. One third of these chil-
dren will become addicted to nicotine
and eventually die from lung cancer,

heart disease, or other illness caused
by smoking.

We have it in our power to protect
these children. Voluntary agreements
with the tobacco industry will not
work. The tobacco industry has
pledged for decades to stop selling ciga-
rettes to children, but it never does. In
the last 3 years, despite the industry’s
pledges, the teen smoking rate actually
increased by 30 percent.

The answer is commonsense regula-
tion by an independent Federal agen-
cy—the Food and Drug Administration.
We cannot trust the tobacco companies
to determine when an advertisement is
targeted at children. They continue to
insist that Joe Camel is geared to
adults. Only the FDA can make these
determinations.

Ultimately, the question in front of
President Clinton, the Members of this
body, and the American people is a po-
litical question—not a legal or factual
one. We must decide whether we are
going to protect the health of our chil-
dren or the profits of the Nation’s most
powerful special interest, the tobacco
companies.

We are at a historic moment in the
history of tobacco control. If we miss
this opportunity, we will lose another
generation of kids to nicotine addic-
tion. I therefore call upon my col-
leagues to study the evidence I am pre-
senting and to reject any legislative ef-
fort to block commonsense regulation.

Let us show the American people—
and especially the children of this Na-
tion—that we will represent their in-
terests, not the special interests of the
tobacco companies.

Mr. Speaker, I have brought with me
the documents I read from during the
course of this hour, as well as the anal-
ysis of Dr. Kozlowski. Pursuant to my
earlier unanimous consent request, I
am inserting these documents into the
RECORD for publication.

Mr. Speaker, I submit the following
documents for the RECORD.

[The documents will appear in a fu-
ture issue of the RECORD.]

f

b 1315

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EV-
ERETT). Pursuant to clause 12 of rule I,
the Chair declares the House in recess
until 2 p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 36 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until 2 p.m.

f

b 1400

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. COMBEST) at 2 p.m.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COMBEST). Pursuant to the provisions

of clause 5 of rule I, the Chair an-
nounces that he will postpone further
proceedings today on each motion to
suspend the rules on which a recorded
vote or the yeas and nays are ordered
or on which the vote is objected to
under clause 4 of rule XV.

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will
be taken after debate later today.
f

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA EMER-
GENCY HIGHWAY RELIEF ACT

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2017), to authorize an increased
Federal share of the costs of certain
transportation projects in the District
of Columbia for fiscal years 1995 and
1996, and for other purposes, as amend-
ed.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 2017

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘District of
Columbia Emergency Highway Relief Act’’.
SEC. 2. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA EMERGENCY

HIGHWAY RELIEF.
(a) TEMPORARY WAIVER OF NON-FEDERAL

SHARE.—Notwithstanding any other law,
during fiscal years 1995 and 1996, the Federal
share of the costs of an eligible project shall
be a percentage requested by the District of
Columbia, but not to exceed 100 percent of
the costs of the project.

(b) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—In this section,
the term ‘‘eligible project’’ means a highway
project in the District of Columbia—

(1) for which the United States—
(A) is obligated to pay the Federal share of

the costs of the project under title 23, United
States Code, on the date of enactment of this
Act; or

(B) becomes obligated to pay the Federal
share of the costs of the project under title
23, United States Code, during the period be-
ginning on the date of the enactment of this
Act and ending September 30, 1996;

(2) which is—
(A) for a route proposed for inclusion on or

designated as part of the National Highway
System; or

(B) of regional significance (as determined
by the Secretary of Transportation); and

(3) with respect to which the District of
Columbia certifies that sufficient funds are
not available to pay the non-Federal share of
the costs of the project.
SEC. 3. DEDICATED HIGHWAY FUND AND REPAY-

MENT OF TEMPORARY WAIVER
AMOUNTS.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND.—Not later
than December 31, 1995, the District of Co-
lumbia shall establish a dedicated highway
fund to be comprised, at a minimum, of
amounts equivalent to receipts from motor
fuel taxes and, if necessary, motor vehicle
taxes and fees collected by the District of
Columbia to pay in accordance with this sec-
tion the cost-sharing requirements estab-
lished under title 23, United States Code, and
to repay the United States for increased Fed-
eral shares of eligible projects paid pursuant
to section 2(a). The fund shall be separate
from the general fund of the District of Co-
lumbia.

(b) PAYMENT OF NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—For
fiscal year 1997 and each fiscal year there-
after, amounts in the fund shall be sufficient
to pay, at a minimum, the cost-sharing re-
quirements established under title 23, United
States Code, for such fiscal year.
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(c) REPAYMENT REQUIREMENTS.—
(1) FISCAL YEAR 1996.—By September 30,

1996, the District of Columbia shall pay to
the United States from amounts in the fund
established under subsection (a), with re-
spect to each project for which an increased
Federal share is paid in fiscal year 1995 pur-
suant to section 2(a), an amount equal to 50
percent of the difference between—

(A) the amount of the costs of the project
paid by the United States in such fiscal year
pursuant to section 2(a); and

(B) the amount of the costs of the project
that would have been paid by the United
States but for section 2(a).

(2) FISCAL YEAR 1997.—By September 30,
1997, the District of Columbia shall pay to
the United States from amounts in the fund
established under subsection (a), with re-
spect to each project for which an increased
Federal share is paid in fiscal year 1995 pur-
suant to section 2(a) and with respect to
each project for which an increased Federal
share is paid in fiscal year 1996 pursuant to
section 2(a), an amount equal to 50 percent of
the difference between—

(A) the amount of the costs of the project
paid in such fiscal year by the United States
pursuant to section 2(a); and

(B) the amount of the costs of the project
that would have been paid by the United
States but for section 2(a).

(3) FISCAL YEAR 1998.—By September 30,
1998, the District of Columbia shall pay to
the United States from amounts in the fund
established under subsection (a), with re-
spect to each project for which an increased
Federal share is paid in fiscal year 1996 pur-
suant to section 2(a), an amount equal to 50
percent of the difference between—

(A) the amount of the costs of the project
paid in such fiscal year by the United States
pursuant to section 2(a); and

(B) the amount of the costs of the project
that would have been paid by the United
States but for section 2(a).

(4) DEPOSIT OF REPAID FUNDS.—Repayments
made under paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) with
respect to a project shall be—

(A) deposited in the Highway Trust Fund
established by section 9503 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986; and

(B) credited to the appropriate account of
the District of Columbia for the category of
the project.

(d) ENFORCEMENT.—If the District of Co-
lumbia does not meet any requirement es-
tablished by subsection (a), (b), or (c) and ap-
plicable in a fiscal year, the Secretary of
Transportation shall not approve any high-
way project in the District of Columbia
under title 23, United States Code, until the
requirement is met.

(e) GAO AUDIT.—Not later than December
31, 1996, and each December 31 thereafter, the
Comptroller General of the United States
shall audit the financial condition and the
operations of the fund established under this
section and shall submit to Congress a report
on the results of such audit and on the finan-
cial condition and the results of the oper-
ation of the fund during the preceding fiscal
year and on the expected condition and oper-
ations of the fund during the next 5 fiscal
years.
SEC. 4. ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.

(a) EXPEDITIOUS PROCESSING AND EXECU-
TION OF CONTRACTS.—The District of Colum-
bia shall expeditiously process and execute
contracts to implement the Federal-aid
highway program in the District of Colum-
bia.

(b) REVOLVING FUND ACCOUNT.—The Dis-
trict of Columbia shall establish an inde-
pendent revolving fund account for Federal-
aid highway projects. The account shall be
separate from the capital account of the De-

partment of Public Works of the District of
Columbia and shall be reserved for the
prompt payment of contractors completing
highway projects in the District of Columbia
under title 23, United States Code.

(c) HIGHWAY PROJECT EXPERTISE AND RE-
SOURCES.—The District of Columbia shall en-
sure that necessary expertise and resources
are available for planning, design, and con-
struction of Federal-aid highway projects in
the District of Columbia.

(d) PROGRAMMATIC REFORMS.—The Sec-
retary of Transportation, in consultation
with the District of Columbia Financial Re-
sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-
thority, may require administrative and pro-
grammatic reforms by the District of Colum-
bia to ensure efficient management of the
Federal-aid highway program in the District
of Columbia.

(e) GAO AUDIT.—The Comptroller General
of the United States shall review implemen-
tation of the requirements of this section
(including requirements imposed under sub-
section (d)) and report to Congress on the re-
sults of such review not later than July 1,
1996.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] and the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA-
HALL] will each be recognized for 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER].

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2017 provides for
an increased share in certain Federal-
aid highway projects in the District of
Columbia for the fiscal years 1995 and
1996.

This bill will also require the District
to establish a dedicated highway fund
for the first time to meet future local
cost-share requirements, and repay-
ments of the amounts weighed, and
will ensure that improvements are
made in the District’s highway pro-
gram. The District has been unable to
provide local matching funds this year,
as required under the Federal highway
program; generally, 20 percent of the
cost of the highway project.

In the past, the District has financed
its entire capital improvement pro-
gram through the sale of general obli-
gation bonds. Because the District’s
bond rating now stands at junk bond
status, the District has not sold any
bonds these years, so it does not have
the approximately $20 million that is
necessary to leverage over $80 million
in Federal highway funds.

Due to the lack of the local match no
new construction projects are under-
way in the District today, and no new
bids have been solicited in over 20
months.

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to see
that the Washington Post and others
have editorialized very strongly in sup-
port of this legislation, arguing that
highways are good for the District,
that they create jobs, and they stimu-
late economic activity. I am thrilled
that they noticed this about the Dis-
trict of Columbia. We have been saying
this about the rest of America for
many, many years, and what is good
for the rest of America is good for the
District of Columbia as well.

This legislation, as amended by our
committee, will allow an increased
Federal share during 1995 and 1996 for
certain highway projects. However, by
December, 1995, the District, for the
first time under our legislation, will
have to establish a dedicated highway
fund separate from the general fund.
That is the good news.

Gas taxes and other motor vehicle
taxes collected by the District must be
deposited in this fund in amounts suffi-
cient to repay the amounts waived in
1995 and 1996 to meet their annual
match for fiscal 1997 and every year
thereafter.

Currently, the gas taxes collected by
the District are deposited in the gen-
eral fund and mostly allocated to the
metro account. The $35 million in an-
nual gas tax revenues will be more
than adequate to meet cost-sharing re-
quirements.

This legislation also includes a strict
3-year repayment schedule. By Septem-
ber 30, 1996, the District must repay 50
percent of the amount waived in 1995,
approximately $8 million; by Septem-
ber of 1997 another 50 percent; and then
in 1996 another. By 1998, the District
must make its final repayment of ap-
proximately 50 percent of the amount
waived in 1996.

If the District does not meet any of
these requirements, then the Secretary
of Transportation must withhold ap-
proval of highway projects in the Dis-
trict until the requirement is met.

Finally, H.R. 2017 includes several
other requirements to ensure that the
District’s highway program operates
efficiently during the waiver period
and in the future, with GAO reporting
on the implementation of these re-
quirements. The provisions in the leg-
islation are significantly tougher than
any other proposals which have been
put forth to address this current crisis.
However, the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure believes that
this temporary waiver is an extraor-
dinary action, and these stringent re-
quirements are justified.

I was a little concerned, Mr. Speaker,
to see a statement of administration
policy today which says ‘‘Similar waiv-
ers have been previously granted to 26
States.’’ That is disingenuous at best.
In the past, we have written into the
law when there was substantial in-
creased funding provided by the Fed-
eral Government that States would
have time to make up the match, and
we made this temporary waiver avail-
able to all 50 States. In no case were we
faced with a situation where we had to
give a waiver because a State was
about to go into bankruptcy, as is the
case with the District, so the District
is unique.

This is different. We did not do it 26
times in the past, as has been sug-
gested by the administration, but nev-
ertheless, nevertheless, we think there
are some big pluses in this action we
are taking today, and that is imposing
stringent requirements on the District
for the first time.
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Mr. Speaker, it is not the intention

of the committee that the District re-
ceive further waivers in the future. For
that reason, this legislation has been
crafted to ensure that the improve-
ments that are made in the current
program as the dedicated highway fund
will provide a stable revenue source for
the District’s match requirements in
the years to come, long beyond the
waiver period, so we should not be
faced with this situation again in the
district. We have worked very closely
with the D.C. Control Board. I am told
they support this legislation.

Also, I would emphasize that the gen-
tlewoman from the District of Colum-
bia, ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON, has been
a leader in helping us craft this legisla-
tion, along with other representatives
from the region, the gentlemen from
Virginia, Mr. DAVIS and Mr. WOLF, the
gentlewoman from Maryland, Mrs.
MORELLA, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia, Mr. MORAN, along with the help
and cooperation of the gentleman from
California, Mr. DIXON.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, we bring this
to the floor today with bipartisan sup-
port, support on the committee, sup-
port from the regional representatives,
and we ask that this legislation be
passed. It is unfortunate that the fi-
nancial mismanagement of the District
has forced this House to consider this
bill today, but I think we have taken a
bad situation and imposed tough re-
quirements that will in the long run
make much more discipline and stabil-
ity in the District’s highway program.
That will be good not only for the resi-
dents of the District of Columbia, but
for all Americans who visit our Na-
tion’s Capitol.

For all of these reasons, Mr. Speaker,
I urge the House to adopt H.R. 2017.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure has explained
the pending matter and I commend him
for bringing the bill to the floor in such
an expeditious manner.

This is one of those rare instances
where the administration, the Senate,
and the House are joining together in
concert to provide relief to the resi-
dents of the District of Columbia.

In this regard, I think it important
to point out that the issues raised by
this legislation affect more than just
the District, and more than the neigh-
boring States of Maryland and Virginia
which support it on the basis of main-
taining a sound regional transpor-
tation system.

This bill has national and inter-
national implications as well.

For it is here, at the Nation’s Cap-
ital, that many American and foreign
visitors alike come to witness the seat
of the greatest democracy on this
Earth.

As such, it is important that the
gateway arteries into the city, those

roads with the greatest significance, at
least be in passable if not excellent
condition.

With respect to the pending matter, I
would note that Congress on three
other occasions granted temporary
waivers from the local cost-sharing re-
quirements under the Federal Aid
Highway Program.

It is true that these waivers were ge-
neric in nature, with all States and ter-
ritories eligible to participate.

On the other hand, while the pending
bill relates only to the District of Co-
lumbia, it contains far more conditions
to obtaining the waiver than were re-
quired in the past.

First, the bill provides for a very
stringent repayment schedule, with
payments made on an incremental
basis.

Second, the repayment must be made
in cash, with no option for the repay-
ment to be made in the form of a re-
duction in the amount of future Fed-
eral aid highway funds available to the
District.

Third, as a condition of obtaining the
temporary waiver, the bill requires the
District to establish a dedicated high-
way trust fund comprised of motor fuel
tax receipts.

And fourth, if the District fails to
meet these obligations in any respect,
the Secretary of Transportation would
be prohibited from approving any high-
way project in the city.

There are other conditions as well,
conditions that any State would view
as an intrusion on its rights, as a Fed-
eral mandate, as a regulatory burden.

But, as well all know, the District is
not a State, and the conditions im-
posed by this legislation are agreeable
to the local Government, the Control
Board, and to the duly elected Rep-
resentative of the District of Columbia
in this body, Delegate ELEANOR
HOLMES NORTON.

With that stated, Mr. Speaker, I urge
adoption of the pending measure, and I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would emphasize to
the House that the Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Georgia, NEWT GINGRICH,
has certainly pushed hard. He is really
the one who came to our committee
and said we should consider this legis-
lation, so the Speaker certainly de-
serves great credit for his interest in
seeing to it that we be helpful to the
District on this particular issue.

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, anyone who drives
a car in Washington, DC, knows that this city
needs highway money. Practically every street
and highway in this town has potholes or bro-
ken pavement. Many of the bridges are in dire
need of repair or replacement. It seems like
every other bridge in the District has at least
one heavy metal plate stuck in the pavement
to cover a hole in the bridge. The road infra-
structure in the District is falling apart. The
$82 million in Federal highway trust fund
money is absolutely vital if the District is to re-
verse this trend.

But, as we are well aware, a decaying
transportation infrastructure is not a unique

problem in Washington, DC. Many other cities
face similar problems. So why should this city
receive a total waiver of fiscal year 1996 and
fiscal year 1997 matching funds requirements
to get their highway money as the administra-
tion has asked for?

The District is in this position, because of
years of fiscal mismanagement. The city could
not sell bonds to raise the capital necessary to
meet the 20-percent match requirement, be-
cause it’s bond rating is so poor. I do not think
we want to reward the District’s fiscal mis-
management by waiving the share require-
ment for 2 years. This would be unprece-
dented in the 39-year history of the Federal
highway program and is simply the wrong di-
rection to go in. This legislation does not grant
a complete waiver and as a result, does not
set such a precedent.

However, I support H.R. 2017, the District of
Columbia Emergency Highway Relief Act,
sponsored by Delegate NORTON and which I
have cosponsored with Members from the re-
gion. I strongly support the Transportation
Committee’s mark up of H.R. 2017 which is
being considered on the floor today. The Dis-
trict is in a budget crunch—one of its own
making. But, we have acknowledged the mis-
management of the past that brought the Dis-
trict to this position, and we have put in place
a Control Board to bring financial responsibility
to the city’s budget. That Board is in operation
and has already taken aggressive steps to get
control of this situation. There will be budg-
etary responsibility in the future.

With this bill, we are trying to respond to the
immediate problem—the District will lose its
Federal highway funding by August 1, if we do
not act. This waiver is part of the solution we
are trying to reach in the District. We are not
penalizing the city for past sins by denying
desperately needed highway funds. We are
deferring payment of the matching share rec-
ognizing the city’s immediate cash crisis and
structuring a repayment program. This is a
disciplined, responsible approach. I would note
also that this is not unprecedented, on three
occasions in 1975, 1982, and 1991 the States
were given an opportunity to defer payment of
their matching share and many States took
advantage of that Federal offer. Admittedly,
this is a different situation, the District is re-
questing this deferral, but after all, the District
doesn’t have a State to turn to like Fairfax
County might under similar circumstances.
The District of Columbia, as our national city,
is unique and in many ways the Federal Gov-
ernment must act as the State for the city.

I have looked at the final bill reported from
the Transportation Committee, and I heartily
applaud their efforts. They have imposed fi-
nancial restrictions on the District to ensure
that this waiver does not become a permanent
IOU to the Federal Government. Working in
consultation with the District of Columbia Con-
trol Board, they have come up with restrictions
that the city can live with.

Finally, I want to point out that this is a re-
gional and a national problem. Hundreds of
thousands of people in this region drive
through the District daily and millions of tour-
ists travel to Washington. They have a right to
visit the Nation’s Capital without having their
cars swallowed by a pothole, because the Dis-
trict Government was not managing its budget
properly in the past. We are now moving to-
ward a solution to the District’s problems, the
waiver proposal in this bill is one more step
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down that road, and I urge the committee to
support it.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI],
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Surface Transportation of the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, because of the severe fi-
nancial crisis of the District of Colum-
bia and its inability to provide a 20-per-
cent local match share, no Federal-aid
highway funds have been obligated in
the District for all of 1995. The highway
program is at a virtual standstill, high-
way contractors are being forced to lay
off workers, and there are concerns re-
garding the conditions of several of the
major routes traveled each day by
300,000 commuters and visitors to the
Nation’s Capital.

H.R. 2017 would waive for 2 years the
District’s local cost share necessary to
access roughly $82 million in Federal
highway funds in 1995 and a similar
amount next year. However, because of
the serious concerns on the part of the
Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee regarding this unprece-
dented waiver, other very substantial
requirements and safeguards have been
included in H.R. 2017.

The annual gas taxes and other vehi-
cle use taxes collected by the District
each year are currently earmarked for
the Metro account of the general fund.

H.R. 2017 will require that the Dis-
trict establish a dedicated highway
fund by the end of this year which
must maintain, at a minimum,
amounts necessary to meet the Dis-
trict’s cost-sharing requirements be-
ginning in fiscal year 1997. The fund
must also have amounts necessary to
meet the strict repayment schedule
over fiscal years 1996 through 1998 of
the approximately $35 million of local
match funds that are temporarily
waived under this legislation. If any
deadlines are not met, the Secretary of
Transportation will withhold any fur-
ther project approvals until the re-
quirement is met by the District. By
establishing this dedicated fund, the
District will no longer rely on the bond
market to secure the funds for its local
share as has been its practice in the
past. Rather, a stable and more secure
source of the match, as well as repay-
ment funds, will be in place.

Finally, section 4 of H.R. 2017 im-
poses additional requirements on the
District which should lead to improve-
ments in the District’s highway pro-
gram both during the 2-year waiver pe-
riod and in the future.

Mr. Speaker, I do have concerns
about moving forward with legislation
which will waive, however temporarily,
cost sharing requirements for one par-
ticular State due to its financial condi-
tion. The cost sharing principle is basic
to the Federal Aid Highway Program
and has been one of the reasons for its
success over the past 40 years. We do

not grant this waiver lightly, nor do we
intend that this be an invitation to
other States to seek waivers in the fu-
ture.

The Transportation Committee has
worked closely and cooperatively with
the various parties which have an in-
terest in this legislation. These include
Congresswoman NORTON and other
Members representing the capital re-
gion, the Subcommittee on the District
of Columbia, the recently created D.C.
Financial Authority, and the District
itself. The Speaker of the House also
has an interest in this legislation.
While I am disappointed that the finan-
cial mismanagement of the District
has forced us to consider this bill
today, passage of H.R. 2017 will allow
critical highway projects to move for-
ward in the District immediately, and
will also result in a better, more stable
highway program in the future.

I urge the House to approve H.R. 2017.
Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from

Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] has jus-
tifiably come to the Speaker of this
body and asked for his support of this
legislation.

I would also like to take one quick
moment to commend the legislation
led by the chairman of the Department
of Transportation, Federica Peña, and
most importantly Rodney Slater who
has been most helpful on this legisla-
tion. Mr. Slater testified before our
subcommittee in support of the bill. We
have a statement of administration
policy in support of this legislation,
and so I commend them as well.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. MI-
NETA], the distinguished ranking mi-
nority member.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, many of
my colleagues have raised two ques-
tions about today’s legislation. First,
will the District pay the money back
and second, will we be here a few years
from now facing a similar situation?

I want to assure the Members that
this bill was crafted specifically to ad-
dress these two concerns. That’s why it
contains numerous accountability pro-
visions to ensure that the District will
not only promptly repay, in full, its
local share, but also will dedicate sta-
ble, reliable funding for the future
transportation program.

Unlike previous, broad-based waivers,
such as the one offered to all States in
1991, this bill requires the District to
repay in cash, beginning next year.

The bill also requires the District to
establish a dedicated highway account,
funded by motor fuel taxes and vehicles
fees, to ensure that funds are available
for the cash loan repayment and for fu-
ture local shares. No longer will the
District to able to rely solely on gen-
eral obligation bonds to fund its local
share.

In addition, the District’s new finan-
cial control board has assured the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure that the Board will closely

monitor District compliance with the
terms of today’s bill.

In closing, let me just remind my col-
leagues why we have Federal involve-
ment in highway construction. Local
road conditions have regional and na-
tional effects. The District’s infra-
structure affects not just District resi-
dents, but also thousands of daily com-
muters and millions of tourists.

This bill limits the use of the higher
Federal share financing to projects of
regional significance or those on Na-
tional Highway System routes. The
Federal Highway Administration has
announced that it will closely monitor
these projects, even locating some of
its staff in the District’s Department of
Public Works, to ensure that Federal
dollars are used wisely on only the
most critical regional needs.

I think particular credit for pulling
together this solution should go to EL-
EANOR HOLMES NORTON, to Chairman
SHUSTER, and to Speaker GINGRICH, all
of whom have persevered in the face of
great obstacles, because they know
how important it is to solve this prob-
lem, rather than to ignore it.

The District’s infrastructure is too
important to both the region and the
nation to allow it to deteriorate fur-
ther. So, I urge my colleagues to recog-
nize the importance of this legislation
and to vote for the bill.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of my time to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from the District
of Columbia [Ms. NORTON].

Ms. NORTON. I thank the gentleman
for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, for his work in finding an appro-
priate way to release funds for the re-
sumption of street repair work in the
District at a time when its financial
condition does not allow the city to
fund its matching share. My deep grati-
tude goes as well to the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI], the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Surface
Transportation, who quickly prepared
a hearing and brought forward the in-
formation that was necessary to arrive
at a viable bill. The work, advice, and
counsel of the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MINETA], the full committee
ranking member; and the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL], the
ranking minority member of the Sub-
committee on Surface Transportation,
were indispensable to the bill, and they
have my deep appreciation as well.

Mr. Speaker, in the Senate I am
grateful to Senator JOHN WARNER who
has already led that body to the pas-
sage of a bill similar to the one before
the House today, and to Transportation
Secretary Federico Pena and highway
administrator Rodney Slater who have
rendered extraordinary assistance. May
I say also that I do not believe this bill
would be on the Floor today without
the indispensable assistance of Speaker
NEWT GINGRICH.
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Mr. Speaker, it is perhaps not sur-

prising that a city close to insolvency
would have difficulty making its
matching share to obtain Federal
funds. At the same time, my colleagues
know that this body has taken defini-
tive action to permanently repair the
malfunction that led to the District’s
financial problems. In April, you ap-
proved the establishment of the finan-
cial responsibility and management as-
sistance authority, whose work has
only recently begun.

What H.R. 2017 does in large part is
not only to allow the highway funds
that have already been set aside to be
used, but the bill of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania also does what the
financial authority would have done
had it not been just established to cor-
rect the problems and prevent them
from arising in the future.

Mr. Speaker, this waiver does not dif-
fer substantially from waivers pre-
viously granted to 39 States, except
that it poses more stringent conditions
on the District than on those States.
Like those States, full repayment must
be made. Unlike those States, the Dis-
trict must make a cash repayment of
its waived funds, while waivers for
other jurisdictions have allowed repay-
ment from future highway fund appor-
tionments. Unlike those States, the
District is required to establish and
maintain a separate dedicated revolv-
ing fund account to maintain its
matching share. The GAO, the High-
way Administration, and the D.C. Fi-
nancial Authority, are given specific
responsibilities to see that all the re-
quirements of this bill are carried out.

Mr. Speaker, the other difference
from waivers routinely granted in
other States is that the District’s
waivers are granted individually by the
bill at the end of the fiscal year rather
than as part of a group of States at the
time of the reauthorization of a high-
way bill.

Mr. Speaker, the individual waiver to
the District is more than justified by
three circumstances. First, this city is
totally dependent on the Congress in
time of emergency because under the
Constitution, the District of Columbia
is not a jurisdiction of any State, but
is under the exclusive jurisdiction of
the Congress. Other large cities and lo-
calities experiencing difficult times
would turn on their States to develop a
plan like that outlined in the Chair-
man’s bill before you.

Second, the financial condition of the
District of Columbia is due in large
part to the fact that it must fund
State, county and municipal functions
that no large city could meet on its
own today. These unfunded mandates
include programs that cities do not
fund at all, including medicaid and
prisons. The many unfunded Federal
mandates financed solely by District of
Columbia residents, such as Aid to
Families with Dependent Children, are
funded entirely by businesses and resi-
dents of a city with less than 600,000

people, with a rapidly diminishing tax-
paying population.

Mr. Speaker, it is easy enough to
blame the District for its predicament,
but fairness requires that the Congress
look at the entire picture and ask
yourselves whether any large city in
the United States today could have
carried this heavy State, county and
municipal load alone without going
under.

Mr. Speaker, finally, this waiver is
surely warranted because the District
of Columbia is our Nation’s capital.
Whenever the District has sought the
same democratic rights as those en-
joyed by citizens of the 50 States and
the four territories, our citizens have
been told that we cannot have full de-
mocracy because we live in the Na-
tion’s capital. This justification does
not meet the high standards of democ-
racy we have set for ourselves and have
insisted upon throughout the world.
Until the District of Columbia status is
satisfactorily resolved, however, Con-
gress must assume some of the respon-
sibility that attaches to such a
weighty denial of democracy.

Mr. Speaker, this is particularly the
case for roads. The streets involved are
mostly gateway streets traveled far
more by 20 million tourists and com-
muters than by District residents. To
miss another construction season is to
condemn your constituents as well as
mine to unsafe and uncomfortable road
conditions. It would be unseemly at
best for Congress to force the District
to forego 2 years of already appor-
tioned general highway funds while the
Congress continue its work in a city
collapsing around it.

Mr. Speaker, to its credit, the full
committee and subcommittee have
chosen a responsible course. The Chair-
man’s version is a risk-free bill for the
Congress because repayment is guaran-
teed, and because the bill contains
structural changes to keep the situa-
tion from arising gain.

Mr. Speaker, may I once again say
that I appreciate the tremendous help
we have received on this matter from
Speaker GINGRICH, minority leader
GEPHARDT, Chairman SHUSTER, Chair-
man PETRI, ranking member MINETA,
ranking member RAHALL, the Regional
Delegation and the Clinton administra-
tion. I ask for approval of the bill.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
H.R. 2017, the District of Columbia Emer-
gency Highway Relief Act. This legislation is of
vital importance to our Nation’s capital and the
Washington metropolitan area and I urge Con-
gress to approve this legislation as quickly as
possible.

For the past 11⁄2 years, the District of Co-
lumbia has not moved forward with critically
important highway projects. As a result of the
D.C. financial crisis, the District of Columbia
has been unable to fund the matching share
required before it may obligate Federal high-
way funds. The District of Columbia has been
unable to plan and implement necessary high-
way projects. Now, roads and bridges in and
around the District of Columbia are literally
falling apart. Some roads are barely passable,

and without necessary repairs, may need to
be closed off to traffic.

Our Nation’s capital must have a basic net-
work of transportation which includes safe
roads. Transportation is about getting to work,
the grocery store, church, and recreational ac-
tivities. Safe roadways are critical for ambu-
lances, fire and rescue vehicles, and police.
Finally, roadways provide access to the Na-
tion’s capital, allowing thousands of Federal
employees to get to work, and serving thou-
sands more tourists who visit annually.

H.R. 2017 offers a reasonable and nec-
essary solution to the District of Columbia dire
financial situation. This legislation will grant
the District of Columbia additional time in
which to pay its matching share of the high-
way funds. The District of Columbia would be
permitted to use its portion of Federal highway
funds now rather than lose these funds for-
ever. I want to underscore an essential aspect
of this legislation: The bill does not provide a
forgiveness of the matching fund requirement.
The District of Columbia will still be required to
pay the requisite matching portion. H.R. 2017
merely allows the District of Columbia addi-
tional time in which to make this payment
while allowing critical road work to go forward.

In addition, as amended by the Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Committee, H.R. 2017
includes important provisions aimed at improv-
ing highway program oversight in the District
of Columbia by requiring it to institute pro-
grammatic reforms and establish a dedicated
highway fund. Finally, the District of Columbia
is subject to strict enforcement procedures if
the repayment requirements of this legislation
are not met.

The District of Columbia simply does not
have the money necessary to pay its portion
of the highway funds at this time. Additional
oversight and control over the D.C. financial
affairs has been implemented and I am hope-
ful that the control board can make needed
improvement in the D.C. financial position.
However, since the District of Columbia can-
not pay its portion of the highway funds now,
it will lose $82 million in Federal highway
funds unless legislation delaying payment of
the District of Columbia portion is enacted.

Legislation is needed to allow for needed re-
pairs and upgrades to the most heavily trav-
eled roads leading to and within the District of
Columbia. Timely enactment of this legislation
will allow the District of Columbia to begin
road work right away, during the summer con-
struction period. I urge passage of H.R. 2017.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COMBEST). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 2017, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
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Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks on the bill, H.R. 2099, and that
I be permitted to include tables,
charts, and other extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WHITFIELD). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Califor-
nia?

There was no objection.

f

LIMITING TIME FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF DINGELL AMENDMENT
TO H.R. 2099, DEPARTMENTS OF
VETERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUS-
ING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT,
AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1996

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
time for consideration of the Dingell
amendment to H.R. 2099 and all amend-
ments thereto be limited to 30 minutes
to be equally divided and controlled.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

f

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, is the
Durbin-Wilson amendment the pending
business before the House?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It will
be as soon as we are in the Committee
of the Whole.

f

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND-
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 201 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2099.

b 1430

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R.
2099) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development, and
for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and
offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes,
with Mr. COMBEST in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-

tee of the Whole rose on Friday, July
28, 1995, pending was amendment No. 7
offered by the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DURBIN] and title III was open for
amendment at any point.

Pursuant to the order of the Commit-
tee of Thursday, July 27, 1995, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] has
41⁄2 minutes remaining in debate and
the gentleman from California [Mr.
LEWIS] has 1 minute remaining in de-
bate.

b 1431

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I think we have had enough de-
bate on this matter. It is a very, very
cleverly worded amendment that has a
tremendous effect upon EPA, broaden-
ing its authority. I ask very strongly
for a ‘‘no’’ vote of the membership.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment of the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. DURBIN].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, July
27, 1995, further proceedings on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there other
amendments to title III?

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise with great re-
spect for the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. LEWIS], the chairman of the
committee, to discuss a matter which I
think is of importance to the House.

I have here before me a release from
the Chemical Manufacturers Associa-
tion in which this trade association of
the businesses which pay most of the
costs of the Superfund tax are com-
plaining.

In the beginning it says, nearly
three-quarters of all Americans believe
that money paid to the Federal Gov-
ernment to clean up our hazardous
waste sites should not be diverted to
other Federal programs or to help pay
for the Federal deficit according to a
recent national public opinion survey.

It goes on to discuss whether or not
a prohibition for that use exists, and it
points out, more properly, that no such
prohibition does exist. Then, Mr. Fred
Weber, the president of the Chemical
Manufacturers Association which spon-
sored the research, says, and I quote
now, ‘‘Almost from the very beginning,
Superfund has been used by the govern-
ment as a cash cow. This has to stop.
Every dollar raised for Superfund
should be spent on cleanups, not on
other programs, and not on deficit re-
duction.’’

That is the thing, I think, with which
every Member of this body fully agrees.

It certainly was the intention of the
committees of the House, the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture and the Committee on Commerce,
when we adopted that legislation, that
this would be a trust fund, it would be
protected against being raided for such
interesting programs as it has been
tapped for, for other purposes.

Mr. Weber in his press release goes on
to state as follows: ‘‘Nearly $3 billion
originally intended for cleaning up
waste sites has been used for deficit re-
duction and to offset the cost of other
Federal programs and administrative
costs such as at the Environmental
Protection Agency and at other agen-
cies.

‘‘For example, the Congress has used
Superfund money to offset the costs of
developing the Space Station,’’ and he
goes on to say the fact that Superfund
money has been used by the govern-
ment on things other than cleaning up
waste sites is one of the great untold
stories of the program.

It is also one of its greatest outrages,
and he goes on to say a little later,
‘‘For years the government has col-
lected more money for Superfund than
it spends. For example, in fiscal year
1994, total Superfund receipts were
nearly $2.1 billion. However, the Con-
gress appropriated only about $1.5 bil-
lion for Superfund activities. By ear-
marking the nearly $600 million in ex-
cess Superfund collections for deficit
reduction and for use by other agen-
cies, the Congress avoided having to
cut spending to meet other budget
guidelines.’’

Mr. Chairman, I am telling my col-
leagues something which is very impor-
tant. Shortly we are going to be con-
sidering an amendment which will ad-
dress the question of whether we are
going to have new starts under
Superfund to clean up hazardous waste
sites now ready. Moneys which would
normally be available for that activity
are not being spent here.

I would like the attention of my dear
friend and my respected colleague, the
gentleman from California [Mr. LEWIS],
on this matter, because I am told that
the moneys that are being spent for
Superfund cleanups are General Fund
moneys, and the Superfund moneys in
the Superfund account or trust fund
are not, in fact, being so spent.

In point of fact, we are going to
spend a little over a billion dollars on
cleanup, but we have about $1.6 billion
in the trust fund. Mr. Chairman, can
the gentleman from California tell me
whether I am correct on that point?

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I would respond to the gentleman
and say that we are taking all the au-
thority out of Treasury.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I am
not talking about my amendment; I am
asking a question to find out how this
money is being spent. I am told that we
are going to spend a billion for cleanup.
We have $1.6 billion in Superfund, but
we are spending General Fund moneys;
is that correct?
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Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-

man, that is correct.
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, that is

rather peculiar, and it is not in con-
formity with the intention of the
House and the Senate when they passed
the original Superfund legislation or
the amendments to it, because that
was supposed to be a trust fund for the
cleanup of these hazardous waste sites.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman has been a leader
in this field for a long, long time, and
as the former authorizing committee
chairman, he knows full well that
Superfund has not been reauthorized
and so we are operating with a statute
that all sides agree is in need of major
reform. To say the least, there are
problems with the way the Superfund
operates. I would urge the authorizing
committees to go forward quickly as
possible to overcome these problems.

Mr. DINGELL. What the gentleman
is telling me is that we are spending
Superfund moneys for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 38 OFFERED BY MR. DINGELL

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DINGELL:
Page 59, line 23, before ‘‘to remain avail-

able’’ insert ‘‘(increased by $440,000,000)’’.
Page 64, line 16, after ‘‘$320,000,000’’ insert

(reduced by $186,450,000)’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL]
and a Member opposed will each be rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL].

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 4 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this is an amendment
which I offer on behalf of myself and
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN],

my friend and colleague. Mr. Chair-
man, this is a very simple amendment.
Without the adoption of this amend-
ment, 58 new starts of cleanups of haz-
ardous sites will not be begun; there
will be, without the adoption of this
amendment, no new Superfund clean-
ups started next year.

The amendment is a very simple one.
All it does is put about $400 million
more into Superfund. It takes it out of
FEMA. We have it costed out very
carefully by the Congressional Budget
Office. Some 52 Members of this body
will find that the land, the air, the
water, the subsurface waters of their
districts will continue to be contami-
nated with imminent endangerment to
the health, welfare, and environment of
their people and the districts that they
serve.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge my col-
leagues to vote for this amendment be-
cause, I reiterate, without the adoption
of this amendment, there will be no
new starts under the cleanup program.

At the appropriate time, Mr. Chair-
man, I will insert into the RECORD a
list including these 58 sites and the
areas in which they are located.

Why is the amendment necessary?
Because, as reported, the legislation
contains a harmful reduction in the
Superfund program of over $500 million
below the President’s budget request
and more than $140 million below the
fiscal year 1995 level.

Under this greatly reduced funding,
progress at many sites will be frozen.
Many other cleanups will be stopped.
No new starts will occur, and there will
be significant delays in cleanups all
throughout the programs and through-
out the sites in many parts of the
country.

This is going to affect, I reiterate,
the air, the water, the subsurface
water, the soil, the environment and
the health of the people in the area.
This makes no sense. If this amend-

ment is not passed, the new sites that
are now scheduled for cleanup—and all
that has to be started is to do the
digging and the work of making the
cleanup move forward—will not start.

Communities will be denied cleanups
that have been promised and in many
cases contamination of the air, the
water, the soil, and the subsurface wa-
ters especially, will continue to spread,
and other cleanups further down the
pipeline will have to wait even longer.

From a financial and cost standpoint,
stopping these cleanups fits the old
adage of ‘‘penny wise and pound fool-
ish.’’ Spreading contamination means
ultimately higher cleanup costs, great-
er risk to the health and welfare of the
American people. And stopping clean-
ups can harm and hurt economic devel-
opment as well as the health of the
people.

By stopping cleanups ready to go,
which will happen unless this amend-
ment is adopted, Congress will be
breaching faith with the citizens who
live around these areas and the af-
fected communities.

The amendment, as I have observed,
is outlay neutral, and it should be ob-
served that cleaning up and protecting
the health and the welfare of the Amer-
ican people by good forward on sites
now ready to start, some 58 of them in
districts of Members in every part of
this country, Republican and Demo-
cratic districts alike, is something that
we must address forthwith. I urge my
colleagues that the amendment be
adopted.

Mr. Chairman, let us begin the clean-
ups on these sites which would other-
wise be stopped. I remind my col-
leagues, without this amendment,
there will be no new starts on cleanup
of Superfund sites in the United States.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

REMEDIAL CLEANUPS SCHEDULED FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996

State Cong.
dist. Member City Site name

MA ....................................................... 03 Peter I. Blute ............................................................................ Dartmouth, MA ......................................................................... Re-solve Inc.
MA ....................................................... 05 Martin T. Meehan ..................................................................... Tyngsborough, MA .................................................................... Charles-George Reclamation Landfill.
ME ....................................................... 02 John Baldacci ........................................................................... Washburn, ME .......................................................................... Pinette’s Salvage Yard.
NH ....................................................... 01 Bill Zeliff .................................................................................. Kingston, NH ............................................................................. Ottai and Gross/Kingston Steel Drum.
NH ....................................................... 02 Charles Bass ............................................................................ Milford, NH ............................................................................... Savage Well Site.
NJ ........................................................ 02 Frank LoBiondo ......................................................................... Vineland, NJ .............................................................................. Vineland Chemical Co.
NJ ........................................................ 03 Jim Saxton ................................................................................ Beverly, NJ ................................................................................ Cosden Chemical Coatings Corp.
NJ ........................................................ 04 Christopher Smith .................................................................... Roebling, NJ .............................................................................. Roebling Steel Co.
NJ ........................................................ 10 Donald Payne ............................................................................ Orange, NJ ................................................................................ U.S. Radium Corp.
NJ ........................................................ 11 Rodney Frelinghuysen ............................................................... Millington, NJ ............................................................................ Asbestos Dump.
NJ ........................................................ 12 Dick Zimmer ............................................................................. East Brunswick Township, NJ .................................................. Fried Industries.
NY ........................................................ 04 Daniel Frisa .............................................................................. Franklin Square, NY ................................................................. Genzale Plating Co.
PA ........................................................ 06 Tim Holden ............................................................................... Worman TWP., Boyetown, PA .................................................... Cryochem Inc.
PA ........................................................ 11 Paul Kanjorski .......................................................................... Valley TWP., PA ......................................................................... NW Manufacturing Site.
PA ........................................................ 16 Robert Walker ........................................................................... Newlin TWP., PA ....................................................................... Strasburg Landfill.
VA ........................................................ 04 Norman Sisisky ......................................................................... Chuchatuck, VA ........................................................................ Saunders Supply Co.
VA ........................................................ 10 Frank Wolf ................................................................................ Front Royal, VA ......................................................................... Avetx Fibers, Inc.
WV ....................................................... 02 Robert Wise, Jr ......................................................................... Nitro, WV ................................................................................... Fike Chemical Inc.
AL ........................................................ 01 Sonny Callahan ........................................................................ Bucks, AL .................................................................................. Stauffer Chemical Co. (Cold Creek Plant).
FL ........................................................ 01 Joe Scarborough ....................................................................... Pensacola, FL ........................................................................... American Creosote Works (Pensacola Plant).
FL ........................................................ 22 E. Clay Shaw, Jr ....................................................................... Miami, FL .................................................................................. Anodyne Site, Inc.
MI ........................................................ 09 Dale Kildee ............................................................................... Pleasant Plains TWP., MI ......................................................... Wash King Laundry.
MN ....................................................... 04 Bruce Vento .............................................................................. New Brighton, MN .................................................................... MacGillis and Gibbs Co./Bell Lumber and Pole.
OH ....................................................... 16 Ralph Regula ............................................................................ Uniontown, OH .......................................................................... Industrial Excess LDFL.
OK ........................................................ 06 Frank Lucas .............................................................................. Cyril, OK .................................................................................... Oklahoma Refining Co.
TX ........................................................ 30 Eddie Bernice Johnson ............................................................. Dallas, TX ................................................................................. RSR Corp.
NE ........................................................ 03 Bill Barrett ................................................................................ Hastings, NE ............................................................................. Hastings Ground Water Contamination Site.
CO ....................................................... 03 Scott McInnis ............................................................................ Summitville, CO ........................................................................ Summitville Mine Site.
AZ ........................................................ 01 Matt Salmon ............................................................................. Scottsdale, AZ .......................................................................... Indian Bend Wash Area.
NV ........................................................ 02 Barbara Vucanovich ................................................................. Moundhouse, NV ....................................................................... Carson River Mercury Site.
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REMOVAL CLEANUPS SCHEDULED FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996

State Cong.
dist. Member City Site

NJ ........................................................ 02 Frank Lobiondo ......................................................................... Pedricktown, NJ ........................................................................ NL Industries.
NY ........................................................ 30 Jack Quinn ................................................................................ Minetto, NY ............................................................................... Columbia Mills
WV ....................................................... 01 Alan B. Mollohan ...................................................................... Fairmont, WV ............................................................................ Fairmont Coke Works.
VA ........................................................ 03 Robert C. Scott ......................................................................... Richmond, VA ........................................................................... Hymon Viner.
DE ........................................................ 01 Michael N. Castle ..................................................................... New Castle, DE ......................................................................... Halby Chemical Co.
WV ....................................................... 04 Nick J. Rahall II ........................................................................ Fairdale, WV ............................................................................. Holly Hills.
OH ....................................................... 13 Sherrod Brown .......................................................................... Lorain, OH ................................................................................. Lorain County Pesticides Site
OH ....................................................... 04 Michael G. Oxley ....................................................................... Mansfield, OH ........................................................................... Lincoln Fields.
MI ........................................................ 01 Bart Stupak .............................................................................. Manistique, MI .......................................................................... Manistique River and Harbor.
MI ........................................................ 06 Fred Upton ................................................................................ Benton Harbor, MI .................................................................... Benton Harbor.
IN ......................................................... 03 Timothy J. Roemer .................................................................... Osceola, IN ............................................................................... Galen Meyers Site.
AK ........................................................ 02 Ray Thornton ............................................................................ Jacksonville, AK ........................................................................ Vertac.
OK ........................................................ 02 Thomas A. Coburn .................................................................... Miami, OK ................................................................................. Tar Creek (Ottawa County).
TX ........................................................ 02 Charles Wilson .......................................................................... Jasper, TX ................................................................................. Hart Creosote.
LA ........................................................ 04 Cleo Fields ................................................................................ Bossier City, LA ........................................................................ Highway 71/71 (Old Citgo Refinery)
MO ....................................................... 01 William (Bill) Clay .................................................................... St. Louis, MO ............................................................................ East Texas.
MO ....................................................... 01 William (Bill) Clay .................................................................... St. Louis, MO ............................................................................ Dioxin Sites.
CO ....................................................... 01 Patricia Schroeder .................................................................... Denver, CO ................................................................................ Ramp Industries.
UT ........................................................ 03 Bill Orton .................................................................................. Magna, UT ................................................................................ Kennecott Tailing/North Zone (Cobalt Ponds).
CO ....................................................... 06 Dan Schaefer ............................................................................ Conifer CO ................................................................................ Conifer/Aspen Park Carbon Tet.
UT ........................................................ 03 Bill Orton .................................................................................. Midvale, UT ............................................................................... Midvale Slag.
UT ........................................................ 02 Enid Waldholtz .......................................................................... Salt Lake City, UT .................................................................... Sandy City Smelter Residential.
CO ....................................................... 03 Scott Mcinnis ............................................................................ Grand Junction, CO .................................................................. Hansen Container.
WY ....................................................... At Lrg Barbara Cubin .......................................................................... Lovell, WY ................................................................................. Lovell Refinery.
UT ........................................................ 02 Enid Waldholtz .......................................................................... Salt Lake City, UT .................................................................... Butterfield Lumber.
AZ ........................................................ 01 Matt Salmon ............................................................................. Tempe, AR ................................................................................ Saunders Aviation.
CA ........................................................ 01 Frank Riggs .............................................................................. Clear Lake, CA .......................................................................... Sulpher Bank.
CA ........................................................ 25 Howard P. McKeon .................................................................... Los Angeles, CA ........................................................................ Superchrome.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong opposition to the
amendment of my colleague. Mr.
Chairman, just for the record, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL]
mentions that there will be no new
sites, and he mentions, specifically, 58
sites that will not be moving toward
construction if we do not move forward
with this amendment, and the volume
of money that is involved here.

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest to the
gentleman that it would have helped
the process an awful lot if over the last
several years we had gone about reau-
thorizing and fixing Superfund. The
Secretary herself, testifying before my
subcommittee, said that Superfund ab-
solutely needs to be fixed. It is broken.
Indeed, there is a long process with
those 15 sites. They have to go through
a record of decision. There is environ-
mental impact analysis to be done.
There is no question that there is need
for money, but why should we throw
good money after bad if the program is
not fixed by the authorizing commit-
tee.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from Ohio. [Mr. OXLEY].

(Mr. OXLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, I reluc-
tantly rise in opposition to the amend-
ment offered by my good friend, the
gentleman from Michigan.

As the chairman of the primary sub-
committee in charge of reforming the
Superfund program, I also wanted in-
creased funding for Superfund. I, along
with the gentleman from Virgina,
Chairman BLILEY, and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, Chairman SHU-
STER, wrote to Chairman LEWIS and re-
quested funding for the Superfund pro-
gram that reflected fiscal year 1995’s
appropriation. Unfortunately, the Ap-
propriations Committee simply could
not provide that level of funding. While
that makes my job of reforming the
Superfund program more difficult, the
appropriators’ rationale is a sound
one—that we can no longer afford to

waste money on a Superfund program
which simply doesn’t work.

If you are under the impression that
Superfund works well, we need only to
look at the case of Southern Foundry
Supply Co., a family-owned business lo-
cated in Chattanooga, TN. As shown on
this chart, EPA spent approximately
$1.3 million studying the site. Southern
Foundry was forced to spend an addi-
tional $500,000 in attorneys’ fees and in
conducting its own studies. Some 15
years and $2 million later, Southern
Foundry escaped the Superfund web by
spending $38,000 and 2 days scooping up
nonhazardous dirt and shipping it off-
site. It is a perfect example of how
Superfund works—millions for lawyers
and consultants but little for actual
cleanup. It’s no wonder that the Appro-
priations Committee doesn’t think
that this program should continue
without significant reform.

I think it is vitally important that
we are clear about what the Appropria-
tions Committee is doing in this bill.
Realizing that we will have limited
funds now and into the future, the ap-
propriators have said that we can no
longer afford to throw away money on
ineffective cleanups and endless litiga-
tion. They have said that EPA should
wait until Congress reforms this pro-
gram before they go forward with any
more flawed remedies or make the Fed-
eral Government responsible for any
new sites. And, frankly, I agree.

Superfund’s track record speaks for
itself: since the program was enacted
in 1980, only 75 sites have been cleaned
up at a cost to the Federal Government
of more than $15 billion.

What many of my colleagues fail to
realize is that the appropriations bill
before us actually spends more on
cleanup than EPA has in the past. In
this bill, nearly 65 percent of the funds
are directed to cleanup. Even though
EPA claims that as much as 70 percent
of Superfund dollars are for cleanup,
my subcommittee found that less than
50 percent of that money ends up being
spent on Superfund sites. What is re-

duced in this bill is EPA bureaucrats
and Justice Department lawyers.

This appropriations bill is the natu-
ral predecessor to my subcommittee’s
reform effort. It redirects funds to
cleanup, and imposed a deadline on the
Congress and the administration for re-
forming the Superfund program. If we
can’t make this program work by the
end of the year, then the American
people are better off without it.

If we leave the status quo intact, who
wins? Not the environment; not the
people who live near these sites; cer-
tainly not the American taxpayer. A
little more money won’t help this pro-
gram clean up more sites or make
Americans any safer, particularly when
shifting that money from FEMA will
leave our citizens more exposed to the
ravages of disasters, both natural and
manmade. The only thing that can
make Superfund more effective in pro-
tecting our citizens’ health is top to
bottom reform, and the bill we are de-
bating today is the first step in that ef-
fort. The authorizing committee will
totally change the Superfund program
for the better. The authorizing com-
mittee will take the next step this fall.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the
Dingell-Brown amendment and support
the bill as is on final passage.

b 1445

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

My good friend from Ohio, for whom
I have the most enormous respect, sent
a letter to the appropriating sub-
committee, which I will insert the en-
tirety of in the RECORD because I know
the gentleman has forgotten sending
the letter, in which the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. OXLEY], the chairman
of the committee, the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. BLILEY], and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU-
STER], and this letter written to you, to
my good friend, the gentleman from
California [Mr. LEWIS], ‘‘Therefore, we
respectfully request that you include
in your subcommittee mark of the VA-
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HUD appropriations bill an appropria-
tion for the Superfund program of at
least $1.5 billion in new budgetary au-
thority,’’ quite different from what my
friend from Ohio tells us today.

I would also remind my good friend
from Ohio that last year, out of the
Committee on Commerce came a bill
passed 44 to nothing which was en-
dorsed and supported by the adminis-
tration, by industry, by the environ-
mentalists and by everybody on the
committee. It has been reintroduced by
the gentleman from California [Mr. MI-
NETA] and me, and lies in the gentle-
man’s subcommittee.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, June 20, 1995.
Hon. JERRY LEWIS,
Chairman, Subcommittee on VA-HUD and Inde-

pendent Agencies, Committee on Appropria-
tions, Washington, DC.

DEAR JERRY: As you know, the authoriza-
tion of appropriations for the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act (‘‘CERCLA’’), commonly
known as Superfund, expired at the end of
fiscal year 1994, and the program has been
operating without an authorization since
then. The various committees of jurisdiction
have tried unsuccessfully for years to make
Superfund into a program that achieves the
goal of protection of human health and the
environment. We intend to reverse that
failed record this year by reforming
Superfund to make it fairer, cheaper, and
more effective.

We are writing to request your assistance
in rebuilding this broken program from the
bottom up. We want to ensure that
Superfund is actually protecting Amercians
from the hazards of toxic waste and not just
financing another generation of lawyers at
the expense of the taxpayers. To do that, we
need a program focusing on finding cost ef-
fective solutions to hazards rather than on
assessing blame and raising funds.

At the heart of the Superfund ‘‘blame
game’’ is the system of strict, joint and sev-
eral, and retroactive liability. If we, the au-
thorizing committees, are to reform this pro-
gram and get Superfund out of the courts
and onto these sites, then we must com-
prehensively reform the current Superfund
liability system, including a repeal of retro-
active liability. In order to do that and still
ensure that truly hazardous sites are being
cleared up, we must have the maximum
funding possible for fiscal year 1996 and into
the future.

Therefore, we respectfully request that you
include in your Subcommittee mark of the
VA-HUD Appropriations bill an appropria-
tion for the Superfund program of at least
$1.5 billion in new budget authority. This
amount is consistent with funding levels for
previous years, and is necessary to ensure
that we have the operating funds necessary
in the first years of the reformed program.
We are open to working with you on
reprogramming funds within Superfund to
ensure that this year’s program is consistent
with the goals we have set forth for our re-
form effort.

There is broad consensus that Superfund is
a broken program in need of immediate fix-
ing. If we cannot achieve the kind of mean-
ingful, comprehensive reform of CERCLA
that all of us believe is necessary—and which
prior Congresses have been unable to de-
liver—this is a program which simply should
not be continued. Accordingly, we also ask
that you make the availability of appropria-
tions for Superfund beyond December 31, 1995
contingent upon the enactment of CERCLA’s

reauthorization. We believe the program
should be terminated if we cannot pass a
Superfund reform worthy of being signed
into law.

Thank you for considering our views. We
stand ready to work with you to reach a con-
sensus on a reform package allowing us to
achieve the kinds of fundamental reforms
necessary while fulfilling our common goal
of a balanced budget.

Sincerely,
THOMAS J. BLILEY, Jr.,
BUD SHUSTER,
MICHAEL G. OXLEY.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. OXLEY].

Mr. OXLEY. Let me point out, I
pointed out in my response about that
letter; I referenced the fact that Chair-
man BLILEY, Chairman SHUSTER, and I
sent a letter to the gentleman from
California in my remarks and recog-
nize that they have a job to do as well,
and they recognize that the program as
it is now constituted is simply not
working.

And so they said to us, ‘‘Look, you
get your act together, get a good bill
passed, and we will reconsider the kind
of money that will be available in the
Superfund Program.’’ I think that is
entirely, entirely reasonable.

As a matter of fact, the bill that the
gentleman from Michigan referred to
we all worked very hard on, did not
pass.

Mr. DINGELL. The Republicans
killed it.

Mr. OXLEY. Right. If you recall, the
last time I looked in the 103d Congress,
the Democrats were in control. We
were not able to kill anything.

The fact is this bill will pass this
year and will be a major reform of the
Superfund Program. We will keep faith
with the appropriators, keep faith with
the American people, we will keep
faith with the environment. I am en-
tirely confident that will be the case.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, I might mention at
the tail end of that discussion between
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN-
GELL] and the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. OXLEY] that we are allocated only
so many dollars within our bill, very
difficult dollars to stretch among these
various accounts.

This specific proposal would be a
budget buster insofar as our bill is con-
cerned. We are talking about approxi-
mately $89 million in outlay. We would
be short if this amendment were to be-
come law.

I strongly urge the membership to
refuse this additional allocation and
recognize the bill does have to stay
within its outlay targets.

I ask for a ‘‘no’’ vote.
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance

of my time.
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield

4 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN].

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. DINGELL], in large part

because there will not be one new
started cleanup, not one new cleanup if
this amendment does not pass.

This amendment ensures 55 impor-
tant projects currently slated to begin
in fiscal year 1996 can go forward. It is
fully funded through an offset in fund-
ing for FEMA, which currently holds
nearly $1.8 billion in unobligated funds.

In Elyria, Ohio, in my district, hun-
dreds of homes and businesses have
been affected by application of methyl
parathion, a toxic pesticide which can
damage the central nervous system and
the brain. This pesticide was illegally
applied by an unlicensed exterminator,
affecting many Ohio communities.

Short-term effects of exposure to
methyl parathion include headache,
vomiting, lung damage, mental dis-
order, coma, paralysis, heart failure,
and even death. As little as a teaspoon
can cause serious illness, especially in
children or elderly who are particu-
larly vulnerable.

This cleanup in Elyria is ongoing. As
of June 10, 105 units were decontami-
nated, 75 residential homes restored,
430 residents were temporarily relo-
cated, and 225 returned to their homes.

But these numbers represent only 50
percent of what needs to be done. Con-
taminated homes are still being identi-
fied. The situation is dire in Lorain
County and needs continued attention.

This is only one example of the 55
sites which would be restored by this
amendment, and I repeat what the gen-
tleman from Michigan said, that if this
amendment does not pass, none of
these cleanups will begin.

Certainly we must reform Superfund
to ensure that it cleans up more sites
rather than continuing to line lawyers’
pockets, but the projects that will be
eliminated by cutting funding included
in this bill pose an imminent threat to
the health of human beings in our com-
munities.

This is the very goal, obviously, for
which Superfund was created. The
funding cut will halt the progress that
we have made. It will tie the hands of
the EPA. It will punish residents in Lo-
rain County, Ohio, and 54 other com-
munities, including one in Richland
County in the district of my friend, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. OXLEY].

Furthermore, the longer we wait the
more expensive the cleanup will be-
come. As pesticide leaches into ground
water, rivers, streams, and contamina-
tion spreads, cleanup costs will only in-
crease.

The language of the report accom-
panying H.R. 2099 seems to say that it
is OK to finish studies but not to de-
sign the remedy. It is OK to finish the
design but not to proceed with cleanup.
It is OK to prohibit EPA from
overseeing cleanups being undertaken
by private, responsible parties, and it
is OK for Congress to tell our commu-
nities that we will just have to wait in-
definitely for this cleanup.

Mr. Chairman, this is wrong. It is not
OK to ask our communities to wait for
us to address the toxic chemicals that
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contaminate our homes and schools
and businesses.

The Dingell amendment simply
makes sense so our communities do not
have to wait for this cleanup.

If the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
DINGELL] would engage briefly in a
colloguy, is it correct, I ask the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL],
whether State cleanup managers of the
50 States strongly support this amend-
ment restoring cleanup money now for
fiscal year 1996?

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. DINGELL. The answer to the
question is ‘‘yes,’’ and I have a letter
on that point which we will insert in
the RECORD at the appropriate time.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It is my under-
standing these same managers in the 50
States have said that overall costs will
increase if we do not pass this amend-
ment, that contamination, if unabated,
could spread, and that most important,
surrounding communities will continue
to be subjected to health risks posed
from these sites. Is my understanding
correct?

Mr. DINGELL. If the gentleman will
yield further, that is correct, and these
are Superfund sites, because they have
been chosen under the criteria as areas
and as contamination sources which
impose imminent endangerment upon
the public health in the area.

ASSOCIATION OF STATE AND TERRI-
TORIAL SOLID WASTE MANAGE-
MENT OFFICIALS,

Washington, DC, July 26, 1995.
Hon. JOHN D. DINGELL,
Ranking Member, House Commerce Committee,

Washington, DC.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN DINGELL: I am writing

on behalf of the Association of State and
Territorial Solid Waste Management Offi-
cials (ASTSWMO), whose membership in-
cludes the State cleanup program managers.
Our members are engaged in the day-to-day
remediation of sites throughout the country
and therefore have a fundamental interest in
ensuring the Superfund program is ade-
quately funded. The purpose of this letter is
to communicate our strong support for your
amendment to H.R. 2099 restoring $440 mil-
lion to the Superfund budget.

After 15 years of experience with the
Superfund program, many NPL sites are now
in the remedial design and construction
phase. Delaying site progress at this stage
will have far reaching impacts, i.e., the over-
all costs associated with these sites will in-
crease; contamination, if left unabated,
could spread; and most importantly, sur-
rounding communities will continue to be
subjected to health risks posed from these
sites. We believe an expectation has been
created in the minds of the American public
that no matter where one lives or what eco-
nomic class one belongs to, human health
will be protected. As we understand, your
amendment will allow at least fifty-five (55)
remedial and removal actions to proceed un-
interrupted.

While the federal Superfund program is di-
rectly responsible for ensuring the remedi-
ation of approximately 1300 NPL sites, it can
also be credited with indirectly spurring the
growth of over 20 State Voluntary cleanup
programs and over 40 State Superfund pro-
grams. As of 1992 State programs have reme-

diated 2,689 sites and are currently working
on an additional 11,000 active sites. The Fed-
eral Superfund program provides the back-
bone for these cleanups and must be suffi-
ciently funded.

State Waste Officials thank you for your
support.

Sincerely,
TERESA D. HAY,

President.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I again ask for
support of the Dingell amendment.
Fifty-five sites will not be cleaned up if
this amendment does not pass.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to my distinguished friend,
the gentleman from California [Mr. MI-
NETA].

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to support the Dingell amend-
ment to restore funding for the
Superfund hazardous waste cleanup
program.

What is the major complaint heard
year after year about the Superfund
program? Not enough cleanup, not
enough shovels in the ground. Well,
EPA heard those criticisms and rear-
ranged the priorities of the Superfund
program to assure the maximum
amount of cleanup with the minimum
amount of delay. Now, as EPA is con-
tinuing to increase the number of
cleanups, the Appropriations Commit-
tee decides to refuse to fund those
cleanups.

This is not what is in the best inter-
ests of the Superfund program. And, it
clearly is not what is the best interests
of the people living in the vicinity of
the 58 sites which will receive no clean-
up should the Dingell amendment fail.

There is no valid reason to hold back
on the cleanup of these sites just be-
cause you believe, as we all do, that
the Superfund program needs reform.
The cleanups which would be restored
by the Dingell amendment are EPA
cleanup sites. They are sites at which
the Superfund program is providing the
funding for cleanup. These are not sites
which would be affected by any change
in the liability mechanism of
Superfund.

Congress may or may not determine
to alter the liability mechanism of
Superfund. But, liability is not an issue
in the cleanup of these 58 sites. These
are EPA-led sites where there is no pri-
vate party involvement. Congress can
repeal the liability mechanism, retain
it, or adopt a compromise—it will not
matter to the cleanup of these sites.
What will matter is whether EPA is al-
lowed the resources to initiate cleanup
action on these sites.

Failure to initiate cleanup at these
sites poses a serious health threat to
those who live nearby. Twenty-five of
these sites are scheduled removal ac-
tions. Removal actions are only under-
taken as short-term responses where
there is a public health threat which
needs to be abated. Without the Dingell
amendment, some 25 sites, in 19 States,
and in 22 congressional districts, will
not receive attention next year, yet
the health threat will remain.

An additional 30 sites are scheduled
for remedial actions. Again, this bill

will prevent the cleanup of sites in 19
States, and in 30 congressional dis-
tricts. Superfund reform is supposed to
be in the name of getting on which
cleanups, yet when EPA proposes to
move forward on cleanups, EPA is told
it cannot have the resources to do so.

I question whether the Republican
leadership is serious about Superfund
reform. As we debate this bill in July,
there is but one comprehensive reform
bill pending before the Congress—H.R.
228, which was introduced on the first
day of the session by Mr. DINGELL and
myself. Now, 7 months into the Con-
gress, there is not one comprehensive
reform bill pending from the majority
party. At the same time, the Appro-
priations Committee has determined
that Superfund will be shut down en-
tirely should reform not occur before
the end of this year.

Why the delay? The bill Mr. DINGELL
and I introduced from last year had the
support of organizations such as NFIB,
CMA, the U.S. Conference of Mayors,
the American Bankers Association,
several environmental groups, and the
administration. But, there has been no
action. There is not even anything
scheduled toward enacting reform.

If the majority wants Superfund re-
form, pass H.R. 228, but don’t kill the
program while awaiting reform. There
has been a reasonable, responsible pro-
posal before the House for over 6
months, let’s get on with it.

Let’s also get on with cleanups which
are ready to go—support the Dingell
amendment.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, how
much time remains to me?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I want to try to sum-
marize this very briefly, and I do so
with great respect to the chairman of
the subcommittee, also the chairman
of the legislative subcommittee.

The issue before us is very simple.
The gentleman is going to conclude; all
I am going to do is use 1 minute.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, out of respect for my colleague
from California and my chairman, es-
pecially my colleague’s mother-in-law,
I will be happy to yield a couple more
minutes to the gentleman.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I am
grateful. I do not think we need it, but
I want to thank my good friend.

There is one bill pending, but that
bill will not be enacted this year be-
cause it is only going to come up in
September, and we are going to be very
busy during the month of September.
What this failure to adopt this amend-
ment will do to us is it will mean that
committees will be dawdling while the
country is afflicted with some 58 sites
which are decided already to be immi-
nently dangerous to the public health
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welfare and to the environment. There
will be no cleanup, there will be no new
starts. Pollution of ground water, air,
soil, and surface water will continue
unabated. How many Americans will
have to die because we do not address
this? How many will get cancer? How
many will suffer health failures and
health problems because of this fail-
ure? There are some 52 congressional
districts and some 58 sites involved
here.

I plead with my colleagues, and I say
this with respect to my good friends on
the Republican side, let us clean up
these sites, let us spend the money, let
us do what has to be done now. The
money is here. The appropriations ar-
rangement will move the money from
where it is not needed to where it is,
and we can begin to address an immi-
nent problem immediately affecting
the health and the well-being of Amer-
ican people in some 19 States and in
some 58 areas.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, it is not as though
this program is not funded in our bill.
We do provide for an additional billion
dollars, and I know that there are
those who suggest that there is a need
for more. But I must say to my col-
leagues in the House that one of the
objectives here is to put pressure on
the entire process, perhaps even get the
other body to respond to the authoriz-
ing process. Unless this program is re-
formed, there is something fundamen-
tally wrong with his continuing to
throw money at it without that basic
reform. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, July
27, 1995, further proceedings on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] will be
postponed.

Are there further amendments to
title III?

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

(Mr. STUDDS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, there is
a disturbing provision in this bill that
deserves to be brought to the attention
of my colleagues. For some inexplica-
ble reason, the committee has included
$1 million for the Council on Environ-
mental Quality [CEQ] to terminate the
programs and activities of the National
Environmental Policy Act and to close
the Council’s doors.

The establishment of CEQ occurred
at a time when we were just beginning
to understand that major activities of
the Federal Government can, and fre-
quently do, have significant impacts on
the environment. Today, thanks in
part to NEPA and CEQ, we understand
that a through examination of the im-
pacts of our actions is critical to bal-
ancing economics and environmental
protection.

I cannot understand why this body
would want to shut down CEQ. The
Council has a long and distinguished
bipartisan history going back 25 years
to the Nixon administration. Former
Under Secretary of the Interior for
President Nixon, Russell Train, and the
former Republican Governor of Dela-
ware, Russell Peterson, were the first
two chairmen of CEQ—and to this day,
both believe that the enactment of
NEPA, with its concurrent establish-
ment of CEQ, is the most significant
environmental law passed in the last
quarter century.

NEPA is not about controlling devel-
opment, limiting growth, or fostering
preservation. NEPA is about ensuring
balance in Federal decisionmaking. It
is the law that first opened up Federal
decisionmaking to citizen involvement.
For those of my colleagues who are
suspicious of the big, bad Federal bu-
reaucracy, may I remind you that it is
NEPA which ensures that State and
local governments and your affected
constituents have an opportunity to
make their views known to a Federal
agency proposing to undertake a par-
ticular action in their backyard?

The committee’s report on this bill
points to the need for increased coordi-
nation in implementing environmental
policy within the executive branch.
Then, without any apparent expla-
nation, the recommendation is made to
get rid of CEQ. I also have serious con-
cerns about the ambiguity in the lan-
guage, which could be construed as an
attempt to repeal NEPA itself, al-
though I do not believe that was the
committee’s intention.

I do not intend to press this matter
further at this time, although I’m con-
vinced that this provision makes an al-
ready bad bill even worse. But I would
say to the gentleman from California,
the chairman of the subcommittee,
that I and others from this side of the
aisle are very concerned about this,
and would like the opportunity to dis-
cuss the issue with you prior to your
conference with the Senate.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title III?

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I will not use the full
5 minutes. I have repeatedly expressed
my great respect and affection for the
gentleman from California [Mr. LEWIS],
and I again do so at this time because
he is a very fine person and a very val-
uable Member of this body. I do rise, as
has the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. STUDDS], to express concern about
the fact that funds for the Council on

Environmental Quality have been
stricken from the bill.

When the Congress adopted the basic
legislation, the National Environ-
mental Policy Act, years ago, as a mat-
ter of fact some 30 years ago, it was our
purpose to set up one agency inside the
Office of the President. The function of
that agency would be to advise the
President on environmental matters,
to serve as a clearinghouse on environ-
mental matters and concerns, to see to
it that the differing and diverse poli-
cies of the Federal Government on the
area of environment were knit together
in something of a better unitary whole
than that which had been done before.
We found that the Council on Environ-
mental Quality over the years has done
so, and it is an agency which is small
in number and which is low in budget,
but which nevertheless has contributed
enormously by seeing to it that dif-
ferent policies on the environment
adopted by different agencies inside
the Federal Government are rational-
ized, are harmonized, and that the
agencies talk together and work to-
gether to resolve differences so we can
have coherence rather than cacophony.

I am deeply troubled that these mon-
ies have been stricken almost in their
entirety. I do urge my colleague, the
chairman of the subcommittee, to try
and do something to get this money
back in here or at least a little because
the agency serves an enormously valu-
able purpose. Without it there will be
no coherence in the environmental
policies of the United States, and I
think that that would be a calamity.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the comments the
gentleman is making regarding CEQ. I
really thought it would be appropriate
to refer to the language that is in the
report regarding this matter, for we
agree, the committee agrees, that the
work of CEQ in many ways has been
very valuable, but we go on to say that
the committee is nevertheless con-
cerned that greater oversight and co-
ordination of environmental policy and
actions of the many Federal depart-
ments and agencies is necessary. Far
too often environmental policy, as ar-
ticulated by the White House, bears no
relationship to the actual implementa-
tion of that policy. It is our concern,
and frankly I will say to the gentleman
that between now and conference I
would hope to look with great care as
to what continuing contributions CEQ
could make.

Mr. DINGELL. I certainly hope so,
because I observe to my good friend
that this has been the Agency which
has rendered coherent the policies of
the Federal Government on the envi-
ronment, and without it and without
this money I do not think we could
look forward to the same process being
as successful as it has been heretofore.
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The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments to title III?
The Clerk will designate title IV.
The text of title IV is as follows:

TITLE IV
CORPORATIONS

Corporations and agencies of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development
which are subject to the Government Cor-
poration Control Act, as amended, are here-
by authorized to make such expenditures,
within the limits of funds and borrowing au-
thority available to each such corporation or
agency and in accord with law, and to make
such contracts and commitments without re-
gard to fiscal year limitations as provided by
section 104 of the Act as may be necessary in
carrying out the programs set forth in the
budget for 1996 for such corporation or agen-
cy except as hereinafter provided: Provided,
That collections of these corporations and
agencies may be used for new loan or mort-
gage purchase commitments only to the ex-
tent expressly provided for in this Act (un-
less such loans are in support of other forms
of assistance provided for in this or prior ap-
propriations Acts), except that this proviso
shall not apply to the mortgage insurance or
guaranty operations of these corporations,
or where loans or mortgage purchases are
necessary to protect the financial interest of
the United States Government.

RESOLUTION TRUST CORPORATION

OFFICE OF INSPECTION GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the provi-
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as
amended $11,400,000.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title IV?

The Clerk will designate title V.
The text of title V is as follows:

TITLE V
GENERAL PROVISIONS

SECTION 501. Where appropriations in titles
I, II, and III of this Act are expendable for
travel expenses and no specific limitation
has been placed thereon, the expenditures for
such travel expenses may not exceed the
amounts set forth therefor in the budget es-
timates submitted for the appropriations:
Provided, That this section shall not apply to
travel performed by uncompensated officials
of local boards and appeal boards of the Se-
lective Service System; to travel performed
directly in connection with care and treat-
ment of medical beneficiaries of the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs; to travel per-
formed in connection with major disasters or
emergencies declared or determined by the
President under the provisions of the Robert
T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency
Assistance Act; to travel performed by the
Offices of Inspector General in connection
with audits and investigations; or to pay-
ments to interagency motor pools where sep-
arately set forth in the budget schedules:
Provided further, That if appropriations in ti-
tles I, II, and III exceed the amounts set
forth in budget estimates initially submitted
for such appropriations, the expenditures for
travel may correspondingly exceed the
amounts therefor set forth in the estimates
in the same proportion.

SEC. 502. Appropriations and funds avail-
able for the administrative expenses of the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment and the Selective Service System shall
be available in the current fiscal year for
purchase of uniforms, or allowances therefor,
as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901–5902); hire
of passenger motor vehicles; and services as
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109.

SEC. 503. Funds of the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development subject to the

Government Corporation Control Act or sec-
tion 402 of the Housing Act of 1950 shall be
available, without regard to the limitations
on administrative expenses, for legal serv-
ices on a contract or fee basis, and for utiliz-
ing and making payment for services and fa-
cilities of Federal National Mortgage Asso-
ciation, Government National Mortgage As-
sociation, Federal Home Loan Mortgage Cor-
poration, Federal Financing Bank, Resolu-
tion Trust Corporation, Federal Reserve
banks or any member thereof, Federal Home
Loan banks, and any insured bank within the
meaning of the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation Act, as amended (12 U.S.C. 1811–
1831).

SEC. 504. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 505. No funds appropriated by this Act
may be expended—

(1) pursuant to a certification of an officer
or employee of the United States unless—

(A) such certification is accompanied by,
or is part of, a voucher or abstract which de-
scribes the payee or payees and the items or
services for which such expenditure is being
made, or

(B) the expenditure of funds pursuant to
such certification, and without such a vouch-
er or abstract, is specifically authorized by
law; and

(2) unless such expenditure is subject to
audit by the General Accounting Office or is
specifically exempt by law from such audit.

SEC. 506. None of the funds provided in this
Act to any department or agency may be ex-
pended for the transportation of any officer
or employee of such department or agency
between his domicile and his place of em-
ployment, with the exception of any officer
or employee authorized such transportation
under title 31, United States Code, section
1344.

SEC. 507. None of the funds provided in this
Act may be used for payment, through
grants or contracts, to recipients that do not
share in the cost of conducting research re-
sulting from proposals not specifically solic-
ited by the Government: Provided, That the
extent of cost sharing by the recipient shall
reflect the mutuality of interest of the
grantee or contractor and the Government in
the research.

SEC. 508. None of the funds provided in this
Act may be used, directly or through grants,
to pay or to provide reimbursement for pay-
ment of the salary of a consultant (whether
retained by the Federal Government or a
grantee) at more than the daily equivalent of
the rate paid for Level IV of the Executive
Schedule, unless specifically authorized by
law.

SEC. 509. None of the funds in this Act shall
be used to pay the expenses of, or otherwise
compensate, non-Federal parties intervening
in regulatory or adjudicatory proceedings.
Nothing herein affects the authority of the
Consumer Product Safety Commission pur-
suant to section 7 of the Consumer Product
Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2056 et seq.).

SEC. 510. Except as otherwise provided
under existing law or under an existing Exec-
utive order issued pursuant to an existing
law, the obligation or expenditure of any ap-
propriation under this Act for contracts for
any consulting service shall be limited to
contracts which are (1) a matter of public
record and available for public inspection,
and (2) thereafter included in a publicly
available list of all contracts entered into
within twenty-four months prior to the date
on which the list is made available to the
public and of all contracts on which perform-
ance has not been completed by such date.
The list required by the preceding sentence
shall be updated quarterly and shall include

a narrative description of the work to be per-
formed under each such contract.

SEC. 511. Except as otherwise provided by
law, no part of any appropriation contained
in this Act shall be obligated or expended by
any executive agency, as referred to in the
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41
U.S.C. 401 et seq.) for a contract for services
unless such executive agency (1) has awarded
and entered into such contract in full com-
pliance with such Act and the regulations
promulgated thereunder, and (2) requires any
report prepared pursuant to such contract,
including plans, evaluations, studies, analy-
ses and manuals, and any report prepared by
the agency which is substantially derived
from or substantially includes any report
prepared pursuant to such contract, to con-
tain information concerning (A) the contract
pursuant to which the report was prepared,
and (B) the contractor who prepared the re-
port pursuant to such contract.

SEC. 512. Except as otherwise provided in
section 506, none of the funds provided in
this Act to any department or agency shall
be obligated or expended to provide a per-
sonal cook, chauffeur, or other personal serv-
ants to any officer or employee of such de-
partment or agency.

SEC. 513. None of the funds provided in this
Act to any department or agency shall be ob-
ligated or expended to procure passenger
automobiles as defined in 15 U.S.C. 2001 with
an EPA estimated miles per gallon average
of less than 22 miles per gallon.

SEC. 514. Such sums as may be necessary
for fiscal year 1996 pay raises for programs
funded by this Act shall be absorbed within
the levels appropriated in this Act.

SEC. 515. None of the funds appropriated in
title I of this Act shall be used to enter into
any new lease of real property if the esti-
mated annual rental is more than $300,000
unless the Secretary submits, in writing, a
report to the Committees on Appropriations
of the Congress and a period of 30 days has
expired following the date on which the re-
port is received by the Committees on Ap-
propriations.

SEC. 516. (a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE
EQUIPMENT AND PRODUCTS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that, to the greatest extent
practicable, all equipment and products pur-
chased with funds made available in this Act
should be American-made.

(b) NOTICE REQUIREMENT.—In providing fi-
nancial assistance to, or entering into any
contract with, any entity using funds made
available in this Act, the head of each Fed-
eral agency, to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, shall provide to such entity a notice
describing the statement made in subsection
(a) by the Congress.

SEC. 517. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be used to implement any cap
on reimbursements to grantees for indirect
costs, except as published in Office of Man-
agement and Budget Circular A–21.

SEC. 518. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used for any program,
project, or activity, when it is made known
to the Federal entity or official to which the
funds are made available that the program,
project, or activity is not in compliance with
any Federal law relating to risk assessment,
the protection of private property rights, or
unfunded mandates.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title V?

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, we communicated a
good deal of this in the initial stages of
the bill, but I would like to have the
Members know one more time just how
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much I appreciate the very, very posi-
tive and constructive working relation-
ship that I have had with my colleague,
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES].
He was my chairman during the last
Congress. His friendship is very impor-
tant to me, and I must say that during
this process of transition, working to-
gether has been extremely positive in
spite of the fact that the shift in policy
direction is not necessarily always to
the agreement of the gentleman. He
has been willing to communicate at
every step of the way and has been
very cooperative and helpful in the
process, and I appreciate that.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. STOKES. I would like to say how
much I appreciate the comments of the
chairman of the subcommittee, and I
would just like to say in return that
working with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. LEWIS] has been one of the
most enriching experiences of my ca-
reer here in the Congress, and I think I
said this on other occasions, but I reit-
erate it here again, that notwithstand-
ing whatever philosophical changes or
difference now exist as a result of the
majority changing in this Congress,
working with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia has been an experience which
has meant a great deal to me. I have
enjoyed cooperating and working with
him, and while we have changed chair-
manships, from myself over to him, I
do want him to know that I have en-
joyed working very closely with him
and look forward to a continued per-
sonal relationship of the kind that we
have had.

Mr. LEWIS of California. I appreciate
the comments of the gentleman very
much.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues
know, I have an amendment that is
currently filed at the desk that would
bar the Federal Government from mak-
ing any per diem payments to a State
veterans administration nursing home
if that nursing home has undergone
privatization which results in the dimi-
nution of services or care to the veter-
ans, the quality of their health care, or
quality of life. It is my understanding,
Mr. Chairman, that in your judgment
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs cur-
rently has this authority and would in-
deed be required under current law to
bar per diem payments to any State
nursing home who sees a decline in the
quality of care following a privatiza-
tion of services.
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Since in your judgment, Mr. Chair-
man, this authority is already vested
in the department, I assume it is your
judgment that it would be unnecessary
for the House to reaffirm this author-
ity.

Because we share a concern with a
possible privatization in the district of
the gentlewoman from New Jersey
[Mrs. ROUKEMA], but in the county
which we jointly represent, I would
like at this time, Mr. Chairman, to
yield to Mrs. ROUKEMA.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, ac-
tually I wanted to hear from the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. LEWIS], his
observations regarding our understand-
ing concerning the existing legislation
that controls this issue.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TORRICELLI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, it is my understanding the intent
of the gentleman’s amendment is al-
ready existent in current law, and the
Department of Veterans Affairs has the
legal authority to withhold these pay-
ments if the concerns that the gen-
tleman has made come to fruition.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, if
the privatization of a Federal-State
nursing home were to happen, and the
concerns I enumerated, such as a de-
crease in the number of nurses or other
tangible signs of a decrease in the qual-
ity of care provided to the veterans
would occur, the Federal Government
has the legal authority to withhold per
diem payments to that facility.

Mr. Chairman, the concurrence of the
gentleman from California, Chairman
LEWIS, with this judgment and his com-
mitment to work with me and the gen-
tlewoman from New Jersey, Mrs. ROU-
KEMA, to require that the VA take this
action seriously, is extremely impor-
tant. I take from the gentleman’s com-
ments, Mr. Chairman, that indeed is
the belief and commitment of the gen-
tleman of California [Mr. LEWIS].

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield, my
colleagues from the committee have
my commitment.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. If the gentleman
would yield further, I certainly appre-
ciate the assurance of the gentleman
from California, Chairman LEWIS, and
would like to make some important ob-
servations of my own.

Mr. Chairman, over the last few days
I have conducted extensive research on
Mr. TORRICELLI’s amendment. We have
confirmed several key points:

Whether our Paramus home is oper-
ated by State employees, private con-
tractors or some combination of the
two, one thing is clear: Responsibility
for the quality of care at the home will
not change.

It rests with the New Jersey Commis-
sioner for Veterans Affairs as mon-
itored by the New Jersey Department
of Health and enforced by the U.S. De-
partment of Veterans Affairs. The VA’s
quality assurance program, as outlined
in subchapter 5 of chapter 17 of title 38
of the United States Code, includes pre-
cise standards on both the range and
the quality of care and—this is criti-
cal—an enforcement regime.

Throughout the State’s privatization
study, I have expressed serious reserva-

tions. In fact, based on recent bids, I
believe this proposal will not go for-
ward.

Our State commissioner of veterans
affairs, Gen. Paul Glazer sat in my of-
fice last Wednesday and pledged that
the quality of care will not be dimin-
ished whether services are contracted
out or not. I know that to be his com-
mitment, the Governor’s commitment
and the New Jersey legislatures.

Mr. Chairman, when it comes to our
veterans, we cannot ignore our sacred
commitment to protect them in their
time of need, just as they served us in
our time of need. We must preserve,
protect and enhance the quality of care
at the veterans’ health care facilities
around the country, including our vet-
erans’ memorial home at Paramus.

I yield back the balance of my time.
Mr. LEWIS of California. If the gen-

tleman will yield further, I appreciate
my colleagues bringing this matter to
my attention. I assure both Members
we will continue to work with them. If
our good offices will help open the
channels of communication with the
Department of Veterans Affairs, we are
happy to be of service.

Mr. TORRICELLI. I thank the gen-
tleman from California. The gentle-
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. ROU-
KEMA] joined with me in this, and the
bipartisan leadership of the New Jersey
legislature, to assure that we will
watch the Paramus Nursing Home, the
quality of its care, the numbers of
nurses, the quality of the food, to en-
sure that these people, who served our
country so well, are not jeopardized.

Mr. Chairman, I will not ask for my
amendment.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move that the Committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly the Committee rose; and

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. PORTER)
having assumed the chair, Mr. COM-
BEST, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the
bill, (H.R. 2099) making appropriations
for the Departments of Veterans Af-
fairs and Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and for sundry independent
agencies, boards, commissions, cor-
porations, and offices for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1996, and for
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

SEIZE THE OPPORTUNITY: CONTINUE B–2 BOMBER
PRODUCTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. DICKS] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I took this
special order today in order to again be
able to present my very strong and
deeply held concerns about the future



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H 8023July 31, 1995
of the U.S. defense policy and defense
posture. I have served on the defense
committee on appropriations for the
last 17 years, and I can remember very
well, almost vividly, when President
Carter and Secretary Harold Brown
made the decision to start producing a
stealthy long-range bomber known to
the American people as the B–2 bomb-
er.

We are now at the point in this pro-
gram where we have committed our-
selves to purchase 20 of these B–2
bombers. They are being delivered to
Whiteman Air Force Base in Missouri.
They have met, according to Secretary
Darleen Druyun, all requirements
under the block 10 configuration, and
they will be steadily improved between
now and the year 2000.

In the defense appropriations bill and
in the defense authorization bill in the
House, there has been authorization
and a recommendation to the House to
appropriate funds to do two additional
planes, the long-lead for two additional
planes, and I want to rise today in very
strong support of that recommenda-
tion.

We have a very difficult problem as
we look at our bomber force. Today
America possesses over 90 B–52’s, and
over 90 B–1B’s. They represent the bulk
of our American bomber force. Unfor-
tunately, neither one of these bombers
are able to penetrate air space where
we have Russian surface-to-air mis-
siles. One of the problems we face
today is that Russian surface-to-air
missiles have proliferated around the
world. In fact, just a month ago, when
Capt. Scott O’Grady was shot down, he
was shot down by an A–6, a Russian
surface-to-air missile in Bosnia, and he
was flying a nonstealthy airplane.

One of the lessons that we learned in
the Gulf war in the first 10 days of that
war is that the F–117’s, the stealthy at-
tack aircraft, were used for only a
small number of sorties, about 2.5 per-
cent of the sorties, but they were able
to knock out 40 percent of the most dif-
ficult targets. The reason for that is
when you put smart conventional
weapons together with stealth, you are
able to go in against the most heavily
defended targets, knock them out, de-
stroy those surface-to-air missiles, de-
stroy those radars, and the pilots are
able to then come out and survive.

This is a truly revolutionary capabil-
ity. If you think back to World War II,
if you think back to Vietnam and
Korea, we lost a lot of our planes and a
lot of our pilots because they were shot
down. As I have mentioned, with the
proliferation of Russian surface-to-air
missiles in Korea, Iran, Iraq, Bosnia,
all over the world, China, our planes, if
they fly in over enemy airspace, are
going to get shot down unless they are
stealthy.

So the decision that we are about to
make on whether we should continue
to build the B–2 bomber is, in my judg-
ment, one of the most important de-
fense decisions that we will make in
this decade.

I happen to believe that the B–2
bomber offers us a revolutionary new
conventional capability. You have got
long range. This plane can fly over
5,000 miles, and, with one aerial refuel-
ing, it can go one-third of the way
around the Earth.

When you combine that with smart
conventional munitions, JDAM’s or
GATS/GAM or the sensor-fused weap-
on, you give this airplane a tremendous
conventional capability.

Rand did a study in 1991 that looked
at what would have happened if we had
had the B–2 operation and we had load-
ed it up with sensor-fused weapons
against Saddam Hussein’s invading di-
vision from Iraq into Kuwait. In that
scenario, three B–2’s, each B–2 would
have had about 1400 of these little
bomblets, and they would come down
with little parachutes and hit the mov-
ing Iraqi vehicles, this division in col-
umn, and they were able in this sce-
nario, in this simulation, to knock out
46 percent of those moving mechanized
vehicles, and that includes tanks.

We have never had that kind of a
conventional capability against a mo-
bile division. That is why I think this
is such an important decision. Rand,
General Jasper Welch, and I even asked
Colin Powell, I said what would be the
ideal number of B–2’s? And in each of
these studies, the recommendation was
somewhere between 40 and 60.

So I believe that the decision on the
part of the House thus far to go for-
ward with longlead for two additional
planes is a very important decision.

The other point is that we have an
industrial base out in California where
we produce the B–2 at Palmdale, and
the Northrop Co. receives parts from
all over the country, but particularly
parts from Texas and Washington and
other States, Ohio, and they put that
plane together there. That industrial
base, in my judgment, is very impor-
tant, for if we shut this line down and
we have a bomber force today which is
not adequate in my judgment to the fu-
ture challenges, then it is going to
take us a number of years to get that
line reopened.

In fact, if we wait 5 years, I am told
it will cost somewhere between $6 and
$10 billion just to reopen the line. For
that, we will get no additional air-
planes. So if we keep the line open now
and start moving toward buying the
right number of B–2’s, we can save the
taxpayers a great deal of money.

Now, I also want to talk about the
administration’s very, I think, flawed
study on the bomber force. That study
I think was flawed in several respects.
First of all, it said that we were going
to have in the future 14 days of action-
able warning time in order to move
tactical aircraft like the F–16’s, and F–
15’s, and F–18’s out to wherever the
problem would be in the world.

Well, we did not have 14 days of ac-
tionable warning time before Pearl
Harbor, we did not have 14 days of ac-
tionable warning time before the Ko-
rean war.
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We only had about 3 days of action-

able warning time before the gulf war.
And because the picture was clouded,
as it always is in these situations, with
the intelligence community saying,
yes, we think Saddam Hussein is going
to invade, and the leaders in that part
of the world saying, no, he would never
do that, then we took no steps whatso-
ever.

In fact, had it not been for the 5
months that Saddam Hussein gave us,
he could have kept coming. He could
have gone right into Saudi Arabia. And
it took us 5 months to get all the
equipment out there in order to be able
to effectively deal with his invasion
and to throw him out of Kuwait.

Now, what if we do not have 5 months
to build up our forces? What if it is in
a place in the world where there is not
appropriate infrastructure, landing
fields, and harbors and everything else
that was necessary and fortunately was
available to us in Saudi Arabia so that
we could move our forces? What if that
does not exist?

Then it is the condition of the bomb-
er force that that force can react in a
matter of hours. That is going to be
crucial for the security interests of our
country.

I am convinced that if Saddam Hus-
sein had known that we had 60 B–2’s, 20
in Guam, 20 in Diego Garcia, 20 at
Whiteman Air Force Base, he might
have thought long and hard. If they
were married up with a sensor fused
weapon, the smart conventional
submunition that I described earlier,
that if he had known that, he might
have thought long and thought long
and hard about whether he should in-
vade because he would have known
that his Republican Guard would have
been destroyed before it got into Ku-
wait.

That is, in my judgment, my col-
leagues, a revolutionary conventional
potential capability. So buying enough
of this airplane I think makes a great
deal of sense.

The other problem is in the weapons,
in the administration’s study on bomb-
ers. They say we should rely on stand-
off capabilities. In other words, we
should load up the B–52’s and the B–1’s
that cannot penetrate with long-range
cruise missiles. Well, there are a couple
problems with that. The first problem
is that the long-range cruise missiles
cost $1.2 million per missile. So, if you
have 12 to 14, you can do the math, it
is going to cost somewhere between $15
and $20 million for a load, for one plane
load of those missiles.

The other problem is they can only
go to a fixed target. They have no util-
ity against a mobile target, a mobile
division moving in the field. They also
will not help us go after the launchers,
the mobile launchers that the Scud
missiles utilized. So they have very
major deficiencies.

What are the costs of the weapons on
the B–2 bomber? The JDAM’s, the 2,000-
pound bomb, the equivalent of what we
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used on F–117 and the F–15 Eagles, they
only cost $20,000. The B–2 would handle
16 of them. So that is $320,000. That is
one-fourth the cost of one cruise mis-
sile. So the difference in weaponry is
very, very important. And the adminis-
tration has no plan to buy all these
long-range cruise missiles, and it cer-
tainly is not part of their budget.

The other weapon that I mentioned,
the sensor fused weapon, a load of
those would cost about one-fourth the
cost of a load of standoff cruise mis-
siles.

So the difference in cost in weaponry
is very, very significant, and as I men-
tioned before, the difference in cost, if
you shut this line down and have to
open it up and you will have to spend $6
to $10 billion, and you will not get a
thing for that except to open the line
up, and then it is going to take a num-
ber of years to start producing the
planes again. To me that just does not
make sense.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from California, the distinguished
chairman of the HUD appropriations
subcommittee and a very strong sup-
porter of the B–2 and one of the most
knowledgeable members of the defense
appropriations subcommittee.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, let me say that it is truly a privi-
lege for me to serve on the subcommit-
tee of appropriations that deals with
our national defense. There is little
question that the gentleman from
Washington is one of the House’s ex-
perts in this entire field. He and I have
had a chance to look at various ele-
ments of our defense system. That is
what we are talking about, we are talk-
ing about peace in the world, creating
a foundation for our own national de-
fense and the defense of freedom that
really stops the prospect of major con-
frontation in the world.

There is no question that America is
on the edge of having the kind of force
that will allow us to preserve the world
from major conflict. One of the ele-
ments of that force that could bring us
to peace in our time is the B–2. It is an
incredible vehicle. We all know the role
that stealth will play in our air future.
The B–2 has a tremendous potential for
America’s future in terms of peace.

Nobody ever said that peace was in-
expensive. But if there is a responsibil-
ity for the national government, if
there is a reason for us to have a na-
tional Congress, the reason is to make
sure that we have adequate national
security.

Fundamental to that is to have this
aircraft available in numbers that will
allow us to make that difference in the
world. And without the gentleman’s
leadership, I think this issue might
well have been dead by now. That is,
we would have gone in a different di-
rection. If there is a phase in terms of
defense spending this year, where we
should be willing to make a sacrifice,
it is to make sure that the B–2 is avail-

able and in a quantity that makes
sense.

So I want the gentleman to know
that I very much appreciate the work
he has done here and look forward to
continuing working with him in that
regard.

Mr. DICKS. I think we ought to have
a little colloquy here, a little dialog on
this.

I appreciate that the gentleman has
been on the floor and has been very
much involved in other matters. He
makes some very important points.
The thing that I have always believed
in and the great secret of our success
in the cold war was that America stood
for strength but it also stood for deter-
rence. We had a strong capable mili-
tary so that we could deter the Soviet
Union and its allies from ever attack-
ing us in NATO.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Absolutely.
Mr. DICKS. It was our strength and

our commitment. The fact is, in this
dialog here today, that was bipartisan,
Democrats and Republicans joining to-
gether to foster a defense policy for
this country that I think is so impor-
tant.

On this question, what we are really
talking about is a revolutionary con-
ventional capability. I think once we
can demonstrate it and show the skep-
tics, including some in this administra-
tion and the previous administration,
that in fact this capability can work
and will work effectively, as Rand has
said in its simulation that it will work
by destroying 46 percent of Saddam’s
invading division, I mean, to me that
will give us for the first time conven-
tional deterrence. We have nuclear
weapons, too many nuclear weapons.
But we know we do not want to ever
have to use those nuclear weapons.

A conventional deterrent, on the
other hand, if deterrence fails and
someone makes a move from North
Korea or from Iran or Iraq, then we
have got the capability to fly this
plane a third of the way around the
world with one aerial refueling and
with these smart conventional weapons
attack these mobile divisions. Frankly,
we have never had a conventional capa-
bility to do that.

That is why this decision is so impor-
tant.

The other point, of course, is that of
maintaining the industrial base for
bombers, and this is a revolutionary
technology. We are talking about
stealth, long range, and a tremendous
conventional capability against mobile
targets, against, as the gentleman and
I both have been following in the anal-
ysis of the gulf war, one of the biggest
problems we had was finding those
Scud launchers. With the block 30 up-
grade on the radar of the B–2, we will
have an ability to fuse into that cock-
pit the kind of intelligence that we are
now able to gather so that we can go
after those mobile targets.

Remember, if those Scuds had been
accurate, which they thank God were
not in the gulf war, and the upgrades in

Scuds were going to be accurate, or if
they had used chemical, biological or,
God forbid, nuclear weapons, then we
would have been in real trouble and our
forces would be in real trouble. We had
really no capability to go and find
those mobile targets. The B–2 could be
used in that respect.

Mr. LEWIS of California. In those
circumstances, without that force
available, if those Scuds had been accu-
rate, potentially thousands of Amer-
ican lives could have been lost.

The gentleman has articulate very
well in our committee the fact that
just two B–2’s can deliver a force half-
way around the world with so few num-
bers of personnel involved. It takes a
whole armada of aircraft to replace
that force. That is a great value, not
only in terms of preserving the peace
but it is less expensive than continuing
to build and maintain that armada, of
aircraft.

Mr. DICKS. It is so true. The gen-
tleman is exactly correct. When you
have this standard package in our
chart, the value of stealth, it was like
I think 76 airplanes and 145 crewmen
that went in, in the most heavily de-
fended targets in Iraq, and they got
turned back. They could not do the job.
So they had to come back. We risked
all those lives.

We did the same thing the next day
with eight F–117’s, which were equiva-
lent to one B–2. So one B–2, with two
pilots and the 18 on, the 16 2,000-pound
bombs, each one of which is individ-
ually targetable, could have done the
job. They would have gotten the job
done that the eight F–117’s were able to
accomplish but the huge package of
nonstealthy airplanes were not able to
accomplish.

The other thing is, as the gentleman
points out, because the weapons are
less expensive, and because we do not
want to lose any lives, I mean, stealth
makes it possible for our kids to go in
against the most heavily defended tar-
gets, take them out and come out
alive. If we said, you have to throw the
B–52 in there or the B–1B in there, they
would be shot down by Russian surface-
to-air missiles. I do not know how a
commander would face his troops and
say, go do that mission, especially if
we have ability as a country and
turned it down to put those young men
in stealthy airplanes.

Think about Captain O’Grady. He is
in that F–16, a great airplane, but it
was not stealthy. It got shot down. In
our overview of this, in the intelligence
committee, I asked the admiral who
briefed us, I said, would his chances of
survival have been greater if he were in
the F–117, another attack aircraft, but
stealthy? He said, they would have
been greater, Congressman. Probably
he would have not been shot down.

One last point, we had to send in two
big helicopters full of Marines to res-
cue the downed pilot. We put all those
young men’s lives at risk. They got
him out, and it was a great mission,
but they never, if it had been a
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stealthy airplane, they would have
never had to go in there and do it. So
the value of stealth is not only that is
saves us money, but most importantly,
it saves us American lives.

Think about World War II, when we
lost plane after plane after plane over
Nazi Germany, that were shot down by
either fighters or knocked down by
enemy anticraft. Now in this world we
live in, we have this incredible Russian
surface-to-air missiles that have pro-
liferated in the world. So if we are
going to send somebody in, we better
have them in a stealthy airplane in
order to win that air war quickly, gain
superiority so that we can then use the
stealthy assets after we have got total
air superiority.

Mr. LEWIS of California. If I could
make one more point, then we might
get the gentleman from California [Mr.
HUNTER] involved, who is a member of
the authorizing committee on national
security.

There is a tendency for people to be-
lieve, my colleagues, in this day and
age of supposed peace in the world, be-
cause there is not a major confronta-
tion between the Soviet Union or Rus-
sia, that no longer is there a need for a
national defense. Nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth. We are living in a
shrinking world with elements of po-
tential danger that we have never real-
ly thought about in the past.

America needs to be strong to pre-
serve the peace. One element of our
strength that is critical is the expan-
sion of Stealth. The B–2 bomber as a
vehicle is going to make all the dif-
ference in terms of how many lives we
would have to put at risk over the next
several decades. It is a very, very im-
portant item. I want to congratulate
my colleague for his continued work on
behalf of this effort.

Mr. DICKS. I would like to also to
yield to the chairman of the Procure-
ment Subcommittee of the House Com-
mittee on National Security, another
Californian, but also someone who has
been at the forefront of ensuring that
America has a strong national defense.

The chairman was able to put into
his mark and defend on the floor the
authorization for two additional B–2s.
Now we are going to have the appro-
priations bill in the next day or two. I
hope that the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. LEWIS] and I are as successful
as the gentleman from California was.
I think it is important for the Amer-
ican people, for the press, for our col-
leagues to understand our intellectual
rationale for this important defense
system, one that I am proud to happen
to start under a Democratic President
but has been supported by Republicans
and Democrats in the Congress for the
last 15 years. I am honored to yield to
our colleagues and chairman, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER].

b 1545
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank

the gentleman for yielding to me.
I want to thank the gentleman from

Washington [Mr. DICKS] for the work

that he has done on this system be-
cause he is one of the gentlemen who
understands the importance of project-
ing American air power, and he has
done a lot to make that power a re-
ality. The gentleman from California
[Mr. LEWIS] also has been a very effec-
tive and articulate advocate for a
strong air power.

Air power is now very, very impor-
tant to us. Let us go over a couple of
those things, because the gentleman
talked about the history of stealth.
Jimmy Carter did, in the Carter admin-
istration, initiate the original work on
stealth. I know people like Dr. Johnny
Foster, Bill Perry, Paul Kominski, all
had a hand in that, and the reason we
tried to build a radar or a plane that
could evade radar is because of our
Vietnam experience.

Mr. Speaker, in Vietnam we lost over
2,200 planes, and we all, all of a sudden,
realized and recognized that Russia
could market these SAM missiles,
these surface-to-air missiles, to any
Third World country around. With a
few weeks of training, this Third World
country, with its personnel, could put
together teams to operate the SAM’s
and they could effectively shoot down
high-performance American aircraft,
and they did that by the thousands in
Vietnam.

America has always been the land of
creativity, the land of innovation, and
especially in military areas we have al-
ways been ahead of the rest of the
world. Our best people, having watched
those 2,200 planes go down with Amer-
ican pilots in them or having to bail
out of them, some of them POW’s—

Mr. DICKS. Some Members of this
very institution. Our colleagues have
been POW’s.

Mr. HUNTER. Absolutely. The POW
community has had an effect on the
United States Congress, House and
Senate, because members of the Hanoi
Hilton, being so respected and so fo-
cused upon by our colleagues and by
our constituents, have come to this
body and made a difference.

Mr. Speaker, our best scientists sat
down and said radar was ‘‘probably the
greatest military invention of this cen-
tury. We may be able to create a sys-
tem that can evade radar; that can be
invisible to radar.’’

I have to say this as a Republican.
We got after Jimmy Carter. We said
that is so impossible, so incredible,
such a tightly held secret, this was
back in the 1970’s, we said Jimmy
Carter has done a disservice to na-
tional security to even mention that
we could avoid radar. We got after him
as if he had given away nuclear secrets,
because that invention was such a fan-
tastic thing.

Mr. Speaker, we built the stealth air-
craft, and my colleague mentioned the
gentleman that was shot down over
Bosnia. I know the opponents to B–2
say that that has no relevance, let us
not think about that. Of course, that
guy going down in that F–16, that
Scott O’Grady, was the reason we built

stealth, whether it was in a bomber or
a fighter aircraft.

One reason we did it was because
these SAM missiles are mobile. They
are mobile missiles. They move
around. Our intelligence thought there
were not any missiles in that particu-
lar place in Bosnia. Lo and behold, a
SAM site turned up and took down the
best pilots and the best planes we have
at 20,000 feet. That is the reason we did
the stealth technology.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KASICH] has gotten up on this
floor, when we put up this big package
or packages of 38, 45 and 75 conven-
tional aircraft that are required to do
the job of one stealth aircraft. Let us
remember the reason for that, and the
gentleman from Washington has gone
through that, is because to support just
a couple of bomb-dropping aircraft,
like one of our first Desert Storm
packages had 38 planes in it, only eight
of them actually dropped bombs. Those
were British Tornadoes and American
A–6 attack planes from our carriers.
Only eight bomb droppers. The other 30
aircraft had to handle the SAM missile
sites. They had to handle the air-to-air
in case Iraq scrambled some airplanes
to meet them. They had to handle the
radar jamming. We had this big armada
of support airplanes to support just
eight bomb droppers in this one task
force.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KASICH] said, ‘‘Yeah, maybe
that is true, but we still have all those
planes, so we can go in, instead of
going with the one stealth bomber, we
can go in with the 38 aircraft.’’ He has
not been watching the drawdown in the
United States Air Force. At that time
we had 24 air wing equivalents to
project American air power. We now
have cut down to almost half of that,
to 13 air wing equivalents. We are down
from 24 air wings to 13 air wings.

Mr. Speaker, a whole bunch of those
support airplanes that worked out in
the gulf are now at the bone yard in
the desert of Arizona. Those are not
operational aircraft. If the gentleman
from Ohio, [Mr. KASICH] wants to call
them up, if we should have another
Desert Storm, they are not around.

We get to the final point, which is
the multiplier effect that stealth gives
you. The one stealth bomber can hit
the same 16 targets. If you want to give
it redundant coverage, you can use two
bombers as a package of 75 conven-
tional aircraft.

Mr. Speaker, the last point the gen-
tleman made before I came on the
floor, and I was really taken with this,
is he talked about people. He talked
about the pilots. With that package of
75 conventional aircraft to do the same
16 targets as only one stealth bomber,
you expose 134 crew members.

Mr. DICKS. That is right.
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, those are

the guys on the front of Time magazine
when they get captured; those are the
guys that get dragged through the
streets by our adversaries; those are
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the guys that are forced to write con-
fessions under torture. One reason we
built this stealth bomber and this
stealth technology is so we would not
have those guys being shot down and
we would bring them home to their
families.

Mr. Speaker, with the conventional
mission that the opponents of B–2
would like to go with, on a conven-
tional mission to hit 16 targets, you
risk 134 crew members. If you send one
B–2, you risk a total of two crew mem-
bers. If you send two B–2’s, you risk a
total of four crew members.

I would say to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. DICKS], I would feel
pretty bad about telling our Air Force
personnel every time in the past, in
this century, when we have had top
technology, we field it. The best stuff
we could get, we field it. Chuck Yeager
shot down one of the first German air-
craft, a jet aircraft, when he had a pro-
peller driven plane. He was real happy
to get into that X–1 that could go fast-
er than the speed of sound in the late
1940’s and drive American technology.

Mr. Speaker, we have always given
our kids technology. This will be the
first time we will tell our pilots, ‘‘You
know, we spent $30 billion developing a
technology that makes your plane vir-
tually invisible to radar, but we de-
cided not to give it to you because we
think it is too expensive.’’

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, the other
point is the gentleman made a very
major point here. We have spent all
this money to get us where we are, and
what are we talking about, by the Air
Force’s own numbers, $15.3 billion, to
build 20 more of these airplanes. That
is a much lower price than we pur-
chased the first 20. It is about a half to
a third of the cost. The gentleman and
I have been around quite a while, and
at some point, they will say, ‘‘Oh my
gosh, we made a terrible mistake, we
should have built this.’’ Then we will
have to reopen the line.

The Air Force tells me it is $6 billion
to $10 billion to get the line up if we
wait 5 years. For that, we get nothing.
It seems to me while the line is open
out in California, we should continue
at a low rate to purchase these bomb-
ers. It will keep the industrial base
alive, keep it there in place, and it will
allow us to have the most modern tech-
nology for our young men and women
to fly and use if we have another major
problem.

The world is not any safer. I think
the world was safer during the cold
war, if you want to know the truth.
Now you have all kinds of problems
around the world. It is a combination
of saving money in the weapons that
are used, the JDAM’s weapon for $20,000
apiece versus the standoff cruise mis-
sile for $1.2 million apiece. They can-
not have any capability against mobile
targets.

That is the other problem, Mr.
Speaker, with saying we will take the
B–52’s and the B–1’s, and load them
with standoff cruise missiles. Those

standoff cruise missiles only go to a
fixed point and they cannot be effec-
tive against the mobile issues. We have
not only the division coming in either
in South Korea or in Iraq or Iran, but
you have this problem with the scud
launchers. That was a major problem
in the gulf war. We could not find those
scud launchers. Again, with better in-
telligence and with stealth, we can put
the B–2 or the F–117’s in against those
mobile targets.

This is, in my judgment, a revolu-
tionary capability. To not get enough
of it while the line is open just defies
common sense. When I look at the en-
tire budget, and some people say look
at our aircraft carriers, and I am as
strong a supporter as the gentleman is
of our aircraft carriers, unfortunately
a decision was made to stop building
the stealthy long-range attack aircraft
coming off our aircraft carriers. The
aircraft today coming off those carriers
are not stealthy and have limited
range, so we cannot rely on them ei-
ther.

The B–1’s cannot penetrate, the B–
52’s cannot penetrate, the planes com-
ing off the carriers cannot penetrate.
The only thing we have are the F–117’s
and the B–2’s, In my mind, why would
I not go out and reshuffle my defense
dollars and buy the most incredible ca-
pability, the capability for the next 30
years, that can deal with the radars?
To me, this does not make any sense. I
am hard pressed to come up with a ra-
tionale, especially when the B–2 has
this potential against mobile targets.
That is what bothers me the most.

None of these other weapons, Mr.
Speaker, have the capability to go
against these mobile targets before we
have complete air cover and air cap be-
cause of the surface-to-air missiles
that go along with the division.

I yield to the gentleman.
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-

tleman mentioned our ability to
project power off aircraft carriers. I
was reminded again, as we all were who
watched CNN and read the front page
of the newspapers, of American, I be-
lieve it was A–7 aircraft that were shot
down by Syrian gunners. I believe they
were using the same Russian-made sur-
face-to-air missiles that are pro-
liferated throughout the world. That
was the pilot that, I believe, Jesse
Jackson went over and rescued amid
enormous publicity and self-promotion
by Syria.

The gentleman has made his point,
but the point has really been validated
every time we have had to send conven-
tional aircraft into areas that main-
tain these surface-to-air missile sites.
We have been shot down.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, they have
proliferated all over the world. This is
not something that is just in a few
countries. We have them in North
Korea, Iran, Iraq, China. We have them
in Bosnia, where Captain O’Grady was
shot down.

Another thing here, for some of the
crowd of American people saying, ‘‘Are

these two Congressmen just up here by
themselves?’’ I feel very proud of the
fact that without any request from me
or anybody else who is a B–2 supporter,
seven former Secretaries of Defense
wrote the President of the United
States, and this is unprecedented in
the 17 years I have been on the Sub-
committee on National Security of the
Committee on Appropriations, and
said, ‘‘Mr. President, please keep this
line open. This is the kind of weapon
system that we are going to need in the
future. Twenty of them simply is not
enough.’’

One of those colleagues, Mr. Speaker,
former Congressman Dick Cheney was
the one who made the decision with
Les Aspin, our former colleague,
former Secretary of Defense, now de-
ceased, to limit this to 20. There was
absolutely no military rationale for
that decision. It was strictly a decision
made on what Congress would go along
with. At that time there was some
question about the plane, but now we
have six of these at Whiteman Air
Force Base, according to the pilots
there. One just flew all the way to Eu-
rope, did a mock bombing run over the
Netherlands, went to Paris, engines
running, changed crews and flew back
to Whiteman Air Force Base.

Mr. Speaker, this thing is going to
work. It has a 95-percent mission reli-
ability, and it is at the block 10 con-
figuration. Over the next 4 years it will
be upgraded to block 30, which will give
us this revolutionary capability.

Mr. Speaker, to have seven former
Secretaries of Defense write the Presi-
dent and say this would be a terrible
mistake, is, I think, one of the most
unprecedented things I have seen. In
light of all that, I am amazed, frankly,
and with the importance of power pro-
jection in this very dangerous world,
and with the potential conventional
utility of this system, why we are kill-
ing this at this point. I think it is the
greatest mistake that I can think of
since I have been in the Congress and
involved in defense matters. This is a
terrible, awful decision. We in the Con-
gress, under the Constitution, as the
gentleman well knows, serving as a
senior member of the Committee on
National Security, ultimately have the
responsibility for raising navies and ar-
mies and, by inference, air forces. It is
the constitutional responsibility of the
Congress of the United States, and I
am proud of the fact that we have
stood up on this issue and are trying to
correct a very serious mistake in judg-
ment.

The gentleman from California has
been willing to stand shoulder to shoul-
der to discuss this issue, to lay out our
rationale with the American people,
and I just am very pleased that he has
been willing to continue to engage in
this colloquy to explain to the Amer-
ican people why we feel so strongly
about this and why we think those
seven Secretaries of Defense were cor-
rect.
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b 1600

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding, because I think the fact
that seven former Secretaries of De-
fense have endorsed the B–2 has some
significance.

You ask yourself, ‘‘Why would they
do that?’’ I think the answer is laid out
in the history of the last 10 or 15 years.

We review the Libya raid. The Libya
raid followed Mr. Qadhafi’s killing, ter-
rorist style, of American soldiers in
Germany. We had the goods on him. We
knew that he had ordered these assas-
sinations, these murders. When he did
that, Ronald Reagan decided to strike
him. But we found out we had a prob-
lem. I was being interviewed by British
television, I believe, shortly after the
raid was made, and I cannot remember
the name of the interviewer, but in
Great Britain, Maggie Thatcher had al-
lowed our F–111’s, this medium bomber,
to take off from Heathrow Airport in
Great Britain. But there was great con-
sternation in Britain because they
were letting us do this, because the
Libyans had great terrorist capability,
there had been threats that if anybody
helped the Americans at any time,
they would be struck, they were very
worried about it, and I was talking to
the commentator, I was being inter-
viewed, and I said, ‘‘Thank God for
Maggie Thatcher. It’s nice of her to let
us at least use the facilities in Great
Britain to strike this terrorist.’’

The commentator said, ‘‘Congress-
man, don’t speak too soon. We’ve just
taken a television poll.’’ In Great Brit-
ain they apparently wire a sample
number of television sets so when they
ask a national question, would you
vote so and so or would you do so and
so, people can just punch the buzzer or
the button on their set and that gives
the BBC an instant poll.

He said, ‘‘We’ve just polled the Brit-
ish people and by a majority,’’ they are
against Maggie Thatcher having let
our F–111’s, which had already been
done obviously, but having let the
Americans use British air bases to
launch this strike against Mr. Qadhafi.

Here we had the British people, we
had a great British stateswoman,
Maggie Thatcher, helping Ronald
Reagan, helping America to launch
that strike against Qadhafi. But a lit-
tle farther away, in France, the French
decided not even to let us fly over their
airspace, and they forced our F–111 pi-
lots to fly to their border and then we
had to skirt around their perimeter at
a great loss of time and fuel, and fa-
tigue of our pilots, because we were not
even being allowed to fly over France
to strike a terrorists who had mur-
dered American soldiers.

When we finally got to Libya, we
made the surprise strike on Mr.
Qaddafi. The U.S. Navy, in assisting
with that strike, had moved about $6
billion worth of carrier task force com-

ponents into the Gulf of Sidra, just
outside of the Gulf of Sidra, and they
launched naval aircraft from there.

The point is that when the going gets
tough, you cannot count on having a
batch of allies that are going to let you
use their airspace, let you use their
runways, have their cooperation.

The great thing about the B–2 bomb-
er, and I think this is a reason the
seven former Secretaries of Defense
support the B–2 bomber, is that they
believe in the ability to project Amer-
ican power early.

That means when an armor attack
starts, you stop that attack before you
have to send a bunch of Marines and
U.S. infantry over there to stop it with
soft bodies. You do things quick.

You can fly the B–2 out of the United
States. You do not have to ask Maggie
Thatcher, you do not have to ask the
French, you do not have to ask some-
body else, you can fly it out of the
United States and you can make a
strike in the Middle East. Now, you
may have to recover in Diego Garcia,
but we own the Diego Garcia base. We
do not have to ask anybody’s permis-
sion to land there, and you can project
American power from our shores. That
is what these gentlemen are concerned
about. Every American father and
mother who have children who may at
one time be in the ground forces of the
United States have a real interest in
having powerful air forces.

Mr. DICKS. The gentleman makes a
very important point. I do not know if
he was here on the floor, but I sug-
gested that if we had had, say, 60 B–2’s,
20 at Diego Garcia as the gentleman
suggests, Guam and at Whiteman, Sad-
dam might not have made the attack.
If he did, we could have obliterated
that division, we could have stopped
the war.

Do you know what it cost us to move
all the forces out to the gulf to fight
the war, just in transportation? Ten
billion dollars. The cost of the war to
us and our allies was $60 billion, for a
total of $70 billion. With an adequate
bomber force that is stealthy, that has
long range and can use smart conven-
tional weapons against mobile targets
like Saddam’s republican guard, if we
could just prevent one war out there in
the future sometime somewhere,
whether it is North Korea, Iran, Iraq,
or wherever, that would save and pay
for this more than once. There is noth-
ing else that can do it.

That is why it blows my mind when
people talk about priorities. Well,
other things are more important. I say,
I cannot think of one except the young
men and women serving in our military
today. They are more important, obvi-
ously. They are first in my mind. But
in terms of other weapons systems,
other things that we are doing, that
have the capability to give us conven-
tional deterrence and if deterrence
fails, a way to knock out the enemy
quickly and save American lives while
we are doing it and not even risk them
because of stealth, I cannot imagine

how this Congress in its wisdom can
stop this system when every export has
said that 20 of these is simply not
enough, that you need somewhere be-
tween 40 and 60.

Colin Powell, as good a military
mind as I know, he has recommended
to Chaney 50. Sometimes you have got
to make hard decisions. You have been
on the Hill for a long time as I have. I
asked the staff of the Committee on
Appropriations, I said, ‘‘This is going
to cost us about $2 billion a year for
about 7 or 8 years in order to get the
additional 20 planes.’’

I said, ‘‘How much did we cut out of
the defense budget, about $250 billion,
how much did we cut out just in a cut
here, a cut there, through the thou-
sands of line items that are in that
budget?’’ The answer is in both this
year and last year, $3.5 billion in just
low-priority items.

Right there is more than enough
money to finance the B–2. I know the
gentleman has been urging reform in
the procurement areas where we have
thousands and thousands of extra buy-
ers or shoppers or whatever you call
them. There is another way to save
some money that we could use to fi-
nance the acquisition of these weapons
systems. You are the procurement sub-
committee chairman. You know as I do
that procurement in the peak of the
Reagan buildup was $135 billion a year
in today’s dollars. Now that is down to
about $40 billion to $45 billion, or it has
been reduced about 70 percent.

We have got to continue to do some
things that make sense. Here is a sys-
tem that gives us a revolutionary con-
ventional war-fighting capability, and I
believe the potential for conventional
deterrence. Not to get this and spend
the money on a bunch of lower priority
things that have no comparable worth
or value to the American people and to
our military, to me is just unbeliev-
able.

Mr. HUNTER. If the gentleman will
yield, you mentioned the defense over-
head. We have about 250,000 profes-
sional shoppers in the Department of
Defense. Those are the people that en-
gage in the acquisition of military sys-
tems. Roughly you have two Marine
Corps of shoppers. They cost us about
$30 billion a year. That means we have
a procurement budget of about $45 bil-
lion that as you have mentioned it is
down 70 percent. But for every aircraft
or tank or weapon that we buy, we pay
almost as much as we paid for that sys-
tem to the Department of Defense for
the service of buying it.

That means if you buy an airplane
for $100 million, you pay about $70 mil-
lion on top of that to the shoppers in
DOD for buying the components for
that airplane. If we cut that bureauc-
racy down, the shopping component, if
we cut it down in the same way we
have cut the Army, we cut the Army
from 18 divisions to 12 divisions, and it
may go down to 10, and the news did
not make Stamp Collectors Weekly,
nobody knows about it, and we have
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cut the U.S. Army strength almost 50
percent. We have cut the Air Force
from 24 to 13 air wings and the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] thinks
they are still there. Nobody knows
about these massive cuts we have
taken in our force structure. If we took
that same proportionate type of cut in
the shopping corps, in the Department
of Defense, the procurement corps, that
means we would save about $10 billion
a year. If we took 100,000 people out of
the shopping corps, we would save $10
billion a year. That would buy 4 B–2
programs.

Mr. DICKS. I agree with the gen-
tleman. There are ways to save money
in a $250 billion budget if you want to
set priorities. When you look at all the
things we are procuring, there is going
to be a list of what is important, what
is crucial, and what is kind of nice to
have. I have got to tell you, when you
have got something that has the poten-
tial capabilities that the B–2 has, you
have got to make room for it. It does
not make any sense to protect a lot of
purchases of other things that cannot
project power around the world like
the B–2 can in our future.

I just hope that we can continue to
make this battle on the floor with our
colleagues here in the House. I happen
to think that this is one of those wa-
tershed moments, one of those times
when either the Congress is going to
have truly profiles in courage, standing
up to this administration and saying,
‘‘Wait a minute, this is a mistake.’’
The same Congress, by the way, that
supported the F–117, the stealth attack
aircraft. In the first 10 days of the Gulf
war, I think I have the numbers right,
the stealth fighter flew 2.5 percent of
the sorties but knocked out 32 percent
of the hardest targets, because it was
stealthy. What did that mean? That al-
lowed us to win the air war more
quickly and cap Iraq so they could not
even get a plane up. That saved a lot of
American lives. If we did not have that
stealthy airplane to lead the attack
and to knock out those surface-to-air
missiles, knock out those radars, we
would have lost a lot more of our pilots
and they would have been there and
Saddam would have had them to play
politics with as the gentleman has sug-
gested. But because we had stealth, we
were able to win that war more rap-
idly. Then we could bring to bear the
B–52’s with their dumb bombs, not very
accurate but they pounced away on the
Republican Guards and allowed us to
win the war quite easily. But stealth,
the F–117, was at the forefront. Here
you have got the B–2 which can carry 8
times what the F–117 can carry and it
can carry it 6 times as far and with one
refueling go a third of the way around
the earth and be able to have it not
only against fixed targets as we proved
with the F–117 but by putting that sen-
sor-fused weapon on there, those 1,400
little bomblets over that Iraqi division,
3 of them knocked out 46 percent of the
mechanized vehicles as that division
moves in the field, that is a revolution-

ary capability, and there is nothing in
the Pentagon’s budget that can do any-
thing like that.

How can you say we are not going to
fund this when it has that kind of capa-
bility and we are going to fund a lot of
other things that have no comparable
worth or value and just do it because,
‘‘Well, we just can’t make any hard de-
cisions. We can’t make tradeoffs. We
can’t do roles and missions. We can’t
do the job we were sent over there to
do.’’ That is what it says to me.

It is never easy to have to make
tradeoffs. But in this case, I think the
potential is so great that without those
tradeoffs, we are really doing a disserv-
ice to the American people. I hope that
Congress stays with this, makes the
point, so that we can show the Amer-
ican people why we feel so passionately
about this subject.

Mr. HUNTER. I noticed a friend of
ours, the gentleman from California
[Mr. MCKEON], just arrived, another
staunch supporter of B–2. But I think
the gentleman has made an excellent
point in that we have an article of le-
verage. We have a system that gives us
enormous leverage. The last thing the
American people want to do is have to
send marines or infantry divisions to
stop an armor attack. The way you
stop an armor attack without using a
lot of lives is with air power. The way
you stop an armor attack with an abso-
lute minimum of casualties is to use
air power that has stealth.

I am thinking, if you went inside
Saddam Hussein’s war room or maybe,
later in this decade, inside North Ko-
rea’s war room and you saw them mak-
ing a determination as to whether or
not they should strike American posi-
tions, it would be awfully nice to have
one colonel in that North Korean intel-
ligence operation or in that Iraqi oper-
ation say, ‘‘How about the American
invisible bombers? I’m kind of scared
of them. How about the invisible bomb-
ers, that we can’t take down with our
SAM’s, will they be here? Does any-
body know where they are? Are they
launched?’’ That uncertainty is deter-
rence. That means you do not start it.

The gentleman made one great point.
The amount of money we spent on
Desert Storm because we did not deter
Saddam Hussein from striking, because
he thought we were weak, was enough
money to buy out the entire B–2 pro-
gram of 80 airplanes and have a lot of
money left over.

b 1615

If you were strong up front, you
would not have to pay later. That is
the point of having strong American
air power, and that is the point of
stealth and that multiplier of preci-
sion-guided munitions.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman’s participation in this
colloquy, and I also want to yield to
my distinguished friend from Califor-
nia [Mr. MCKEON], who has been an-
other leader and another worthy pro-
ponent of the B–2.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I just
turned on the TV in my office and saw
two of my friends talking about the B–
2, one of my favorite subjects.

Mr. DICKS. We had a little break in
the action, and so we jumped in and
took our shot.

Mr. MCKEON. I really appreciate
what you are doing. The B–2 is built in
my district, and a lot of people say
that is probably the reason that I am a
strong supporter. That is one of the
reasons.

Because it is in my district, I have
had the opportunity of going down to
the factory, going down on the floor,
seeing the assembly lines and seeing
what is being done. A lot of people do
not understand that that plane is built
differently than any other plane. It is
built from the outside in. It has a wing-
span of 170 feet, and from one end of
that wingspan to the other end, it can-
not be off one-thousandth of an inch.

We cannot afford to lose this tech-
nology. The people that have been
trained, the tools that have been put
together, all of that is already now
starting to unwind. Originally, the as-
sembly line was built for 20 planes; we
are down to 6 planes. They have al-
ready closed up part of the assembly
line.

We are losing the people that have
been trained, that have put in the time
and effort, have the skill to learn how
to do this. We are losing that.

I think it is very important that we
keep our economic base there, our in-
dustrial base to build the B–2, but the
second and probably even more impor-
tant reason to me is defense.

When you talk about Desert Storm,
you could probably talk about other
wars that we do not even know about
that have never happened because we
project power. But we are losing that
projection. We are starting to talk now
about moving the B–52, which is almost
as old as I am, that is pretty old; and
the B–1B’s into London to use in
Bosnia. I do not know how long we can
expect our young people, our career
people to get in those planes and fly
them. B–1 is still relatively young,
about 15 years old; the B–52’s are 30, 40,
50 years old.

Mr. HUNTER. Compared to the B–52,
the B–1 is a baby.

Mr. MCKEON. That is right. But even
then, when all the B–52’s are gone, we
are down to 95 B–1’s. The study that
was given to us, that we should be able
to fight in two places at one time, we
need 174 long-range bombers, we would
be down to 95, and then you add the 20
B–2’s that we have now.

Mr. DICKS. But we do not have them
yet. We have six of them now.

Mr. MCKEON. I am looking out 20
years. I think our responsibility should
be to really look out 20 years, 30 years,
40 years.

I know one of my good friends on the
other side of this issue has said there
will be another bomber at some point.
I think that is a total fallacy. It takes
$10 billion to $15 billion now to get a
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fighter up, ready to be built. Who
around here is going to vote $25 billion,
$30 billion or $40 billion just to get an-
other bomber developed? Why spend
that kind of money when we have the
great B–2?

Mr. DICKS. If the gentleman would
yield, I told my friends in the Boeing
Co. in the State of Washington that
one of my colleagues has suggested a
B–3; and they said, ‘‘Congressman,
what we would do is, we would build a
long-range, subsonic aircraft and it
would look a heck of a lot like the B–
2. It would be stealthy and we would
have the ability to put precision-guided
munitions on them.’’

We have got the line open and the
costs are down where this thing is af-
fordable in terms of the defense budget,
and now, not to do enough of it just
does not make sense. I always say to
my Democratic friends, many of whom
are not happy about some of the budget
cuts that are being made, if we cut out
the B–2, this money is not going to go
to HUD or education or the environ-
ment; this money is going to go to
something that is less important in the
defense arena.

As I said, I look at the entire defense
budget, and except for the men and
women serving in the service, I cannot
think of one weapons system that has
anywhere near potential that this
weapons system does.

The gentleman has made another im-
portant point that General Skantze,
who was our former acquisitions person
at the Air Force, has made as well, and
that is that this plane is the most dif-
ficult plane to put together. So we fi-
nally figured it out.

Mr. Chairman, I think we should stay
with it, and I appreciate my colleagues
joining me here on the floor in an im-
promptu session to talk about one of
the most important defense decisions
this country will make during our time
in Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

f

DO NOT BE DETERRED: CONTINUE
B–2 PRODUCTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EN-
SIGN). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from California
[Mr. MCKEON] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker I do not
know exactly what you had talked
about before I came in.

Mr. DICKS. Do not be deterred.
Mr. MCKEON. The B–2?
Mr. DICKS. The B–2.
Mr. MCKEON. What do you know? I

think it is a very important vote, and
it is a lot of money; I think that people
need to understand.

I am a businessman. This is my sec-
ond term in Congress. I came here to
make cuts, but I also came here to
carry out our constitutional respon-
sibility which is to provide defense for
this country. Defense is one of the
most important things that we need to

do. It is our responsibility, as the Con-
gress, to look out for that.

Mr. DICKS. If the gentleman would
yield on that point, I have served for 17
years on defense appropriations sub-
committees since the winter of 1979. We
build up until 1985, but since 1985, the
defense budget has been reduced by $100
billion a year. Today’s defense budget
would be 350; it is 250 now in fiscal year
1995, so we have made a big cut, 37 per-
cent in real terms.

We have a smaller Army, a smaller
Navy, a smaller Air Force, Yet, here is
a technology, a revolutionary tech-
nology that would help us still have an
enormously effective and capable mili-
tary. But we have got to have enough
of it so that it can have the sortie
rates, in and out, in and out, to do the
job. Every expert who has looked at
this and said, 20 of these is not enough;
we have got to have somewhere be-
tween 40 and 60.

It is value. Sometimes we forget
when it is right in front of us that
some things are more important than
other things. Some things can do
things that no other system can do.
And that is why this is so important.

The B–2 offers us a revolutionary
conventional capability that nobody
else has in the world. Think about It. If
somebody else had the B–2, we would be
in deep trouble. We would be very, very
concerned about it. We would be prob-
ably cheer if they made a decision to
cut it off at 20 and only have a very
limited capability. We would be saying,
‘‘Thank God they made that decision,
because if they had 50 or 60 of these,
and we did not have a way to counter
it.’’ Think if our adversary, Russia, had
developed this stealth technology. We
would be deeply concerned. I think
sometimes we forget things that are so
obvious. They are right in front of us
and we still do not see it.

It reminds me of the battleship de-
bate where they said that battleships
are not vulnerable to air power. Fi-
nally, Billy Mitchell flew over one and
dropped a bag of flour and everyone
had to wake up and say, ‘‘Oh, my God.
These things are vulnerable.’’ And
some day they are going to say the
same things about the B–52’s, the B–2’s
and the planes coming off the carriers.
They are all vulnerable to these sur-
face-to-air missiles.

Mr. HUNTER. If the gentleman
would yield briefly, Billy Mitchell did
sometimes. He showed that technology
had moved on and we had entered the
era of air power. But he did not drop a
sack of flour; he dropped enough muni-
tions to totally sink and destroy three
major ships, including one captured
German battleship. He carried out his
task with a little more enthusiasm
than the people who have invested all
their political capital in battleships or
warships cared for him to do.

In a way we are doing the same thing
here. We are in an era in which we can
avoid radar because of the great tech-
nology that freedom has brought us in
this country and we are about to forgo

that technology for some pretty silly
reasons. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. MCKEON. Reclaiming my time, I
think you make a good point on the
technology. A lot of my friends here in
the Congress have asked me, ‘‘Well, is
there technology out there, or will
there be in the next few years, to make
it possible to see the B–2 to make it ob-
solete?’’

I was talking to our ex-Secretary of
the Air Force about a month ago, be-
fore we had the last vote, and he was
going over that with us. He said that
all during the development phase of the
B–2, we had our best minds working to
see if they could come up with a way to
detect it. So that we, if the other side
had it, so that we could defend against
it. We have not been able to find that;
it is not available.

Mr. DICKS. The gentleman makes a
point too. Remember one thing, a plane
can be seen. That does not mean you
can vector weapons against it. That is
the thing that you have to remember
about stealth.

People say, ‘‘Well, I can see it. It is
there on the field.’’ But when you have
that thing up in the air at 45,000 feet,
and it has got that incredible design
which is very hard to see, even when
you are just a few miles away from it.
But it is the fact that the enemy can-
not vector weapons with their radars
and the systems that they have to have
to take a weapon to the plane. That is
why it is so revolutionary. So we do
not want anybody to be misled, be-
cause you can see it.

f

DO NOT BE DETERRED: CONTINUE
THE B–2

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
DICKS].

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, it is that
important fact, and the fact that we
have not been able to figure out a way
to counter it. This is a game that goes
on and on. There is a struggle back and
forth.

Again, I want to thank my colleagues
for coming over here and joining me in
an impromptu discussion of the B–2.
We are going to be moving on to this
issue as we get to the defense appro-
priations bill. As I have said, I think
this is the most important defense
issue that most of us will decide while
we are in the House of Representatives.

Mr. Speaker, I am glad that I have
good bipartisan support from my col-
leagues are we try to oppose those who
I think in a very shortsighted way are
trying to cut off this program and say-
ing that they are going to save money.

I will tell my colleagues this: We are
going to save lives and money if we
build the B–2. We are going to save
money if we do it at the time the line
is open. We are going to preserve the
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industrial base. The B–2 weapons that
are sometimes 40 percent less expen-
sive than the weapon on the B–52’s or
the B–1’s.

But most importantly as the F–117
showed us, we can send pilots into the
most difficult areas with surface-to-air
missiles that are active and survive
and that is what this is really all
about: Saving lives of American young
people who we send in harm’s way.

To me, as the gentleman said a few
minutes ago, how we could in good con-
science not want to be able to use that
in the early days of any war in the fu-
ture, because we know we will save
lives and we know that we can win the
war more rapidly? Stealth can go in
and out, in and out, in and out, destroy
all those targets and help us win the
air war more rapidly, which is crucial
to almost any scenario that I can think
of in the future.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
MCKEON].

Mr. MCKEON. A couple of weeks ago,
Charles Krauthammer had an editorial,
I think I got it out of the Washington
Times. I do not know what other pa-
pers it was in. George Will wrote one in
‘‘The Last Word’’ in the magazine.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to insert
these in the RECORD, if I may. If I could
just make a comment on Mr.
Krauthammer’s. He entitled his article,
‘‘The B–2 and the ‘Cheap Hawks’ ’’ and
he gave 3 reasons why the B–2 is so im-
portant.

First, American is coming home. In
1960, we had 90 bases abroad. We are
down now to 17. We cannot station
short-hop airplanes around the world.
We have to have range.

Second, America will not endure cas-
ualties. We do not want to put, as you
were saying, our people in harm’s way
if it can be avoided.

Third, the next war will be a sur-
prise, such as every other war we have
entered into, and we need to be ready.
And the B–2 meets all three of these re-
quirements. It has long range; it can
reach anywhere around the world. If we
have it in the three bases that we look
at, we can reach any key spot in the
world in 10 to 12 hours.

Fourth, Casualties. It has two per-
sonnel on board. Does not need a lot of
support and backup because of the
stealthiness and the amount of weap-
ons that it can carry.

Fifth, If we have an adequate num-
ber, we will be prepared and we will
have a deterrent.

Mr. Speaker, I include the following
articles for the RECORD:

THE B–2 AND THE CHEAP HAWKS

(By Charles Krauthammer)
We hear endless blather about how new and

complicated the post-Cold War world is.
Hence the endless confusion about what
weapons to build, forces to deploy, contin-
gency to anticipate. But there are three sim-
ple, glaringly obvious facts about this new
era:

(1) America is coming home. The day of the
overseas base is over. In 1960, the United
States had 90 major Air Force bases over-

seas. Today, we have 17. Decolonization is
one reason. Newly emerging countries like
the Philippines do not want the kind of Big
Brother domination that comes with facili-
ties like Clark Air Base and Subic Bay. The
other reason has to do with us: With the So-
viets gone, we do not want the huge expense
of maintaining a far-flung, global military
establishment.

(2) American cannot endure casualties. It
is inconceivable that the United States, or
any other Western country, could ever again
fight a war of attrition like Korea or Viet-
nam. One reason is the CNN effect. TV brings
home the reality of battle with a graphic im-
mediacy unprecedented in human history.
The other reason, as strategist Edward
Luttwak has pointed out, is demographic:
Advanced industrial countries have very
small families, and small families are less
willing than the large families of the past to
risk their only children in combat.

(3) America’s next war will be a surprise.
Nothing new here. Our last one was too. Who
expected Saddam to invade Kuwait? And
even after he did, who really expected the
United States to send a half-million man ex-
peditionary force to roll him back? Then
again, who predicted Pearl Harbor, the inva-
sion of South Korea, the Falklands War?

What kind of weapon, then, is needed by a
country that is losing its foreign bases, is al-
lergic to casualties and will have little time
to mobilize for tomorrow’s unexpected prov-
ocation?

Answer: A weapon that can be deployed at
very long distances from secure American
bases, is invulnerable to enemy counter-
attack and is deployable instantly. You
would want, in other words, the B–2 stealth
bomber.

We have it. Yet, amazingly, Congress may
be on the verge of killing it. After more than
$20 billion in development costs-costs irre-
coverable whether we build another B–2 or
not—the B–2 is facing a series of crucial
votes in Congress that could dismantle its
assembly lines once and for all.

The B–2 is not a partisan project. Its devel-
opment was begun under Jimmy Carter. And,
as an urgent letter to President Clinton
makes clear, it is today supported by seven
secretaries of defense representing every ad-
ministration going back to 1969.

They support it because it is the perfect
weapon for the post-Cold War world. It has a
range of about 7,000 miles. It can be launched
instantly—no need to beg foreign dictators
for base rights; no need for weeks of advance
warning, mobilization and forward deploy-
ment of troops. And because it is invisible to
enemy detection, its two pilots are virtually
invulnerable.

This is especially important in view of the
B–2’s very high cost, perhaps three-quarters
to a billion dollars a copy. The cost is, of
course, what has turned swing Republican
votes—the so-called ‘‘cheap hawks’’—against
the B–2.

But the dollar cost of a weapon is too nar-
row a calculation of its utility. The more im-
portant calculation is cost in American
lives. The reasons are not sentimental but
practical. Weapons cheap in dollars but cost-
ly in lives are, in the current and coming en-
vironment, literally useless: We will not use
them. A country that so values the life of
every Capt. O’Grady is a country that cannot
keep blindly relying on non-stealthy aircraft
over enemy territory.

Stealth planes are not just invulnerable
themselves. Because they do not need escort,
they spare the lives of the pilots of the fight-
ers and radar suppression planes that ordi-
narily accompany bombers. Moreover, if the
B–2 is killed, we are stuck with our fleet of
B–52s of 1950s origin. According to the under-
secretary of defense for acquisition, the Clin-

ton administration assumes the United
States will rely on B–52s until the year 2030—
when they will be 65 years old!

In the Persian Gulf War, the stealthy F–117
fighter flew only 2 percent of the missions
but hit 40 percent of the targets. It was, in
effect, about 30 times as productive as non-
stealthy planes. The F–117, however, has a
short range and thus must be deployed from
forward bases. The B–2 can take off from
home. Moreover, the B–2 carries about eight
times the payload of the F–117. Which means
that one B–2 can strike, without escort and
with impunity, as many targets as vast
fleets of conventional aircraft. Factor in
these costs, and the B–2 becomes cost-effec-
tive even in dollar terms.

The final truth of the post-Cold War world
is that someday someone is going to attack
some safe haven we fell compelled to defend,
or invade a country whose security is impor-
tant to us, or build an underground nuclear
bomb factory that threatens to kill millions
of Americans. We are going to want a way to
attack instantly, massively and invisibly.
We have the weapon to do it, a weapon that
no one else has and that no one can stop. Ex-
cept a ‘‘cheap hawk,’’ shortsighted Repub-
lican Congress.

[From Newsweek, July 24, 1995]
THE LAST WORD—PRECISION GUESSWORK

ABOUT THE B–2—DO AMERICANS NOW FIND
THEIR ‘MORAL ECONOMY’ TOO TAXING TO
DEFEND?

(By George F. Will)
We should study war some more. We should

because doing so is contrary to the spirit of
the age and our national temperament. If
peace is to be preserved, that must be done
by a few nations of a sort that is disinclined
to believe that peace requires preserving.
These nations believe that although war
once was prevalent, history has ascended to
a pacific plateau. The nations that believe
this, such as the United States, are, says his-
torian Donald Kagan of Yale, formed by eth-
ics that are commercial, individualistic, lib-
ertarian and hedonistic. Kagan concludes his
book ‘‘On the Origins of War’’ with a warn-
ing: ‘‘The United States and its allies, the
states with the greatest interest in peace
and the greatest power to preserve it, appear
to be faltering in their willingness to pay the
price in money and the risk of lives. Nothing
could be more natural in a liberal republic,
yet nothing could be more threatening to the
peace they have recently achieved.’’ Hence
the high stakes of the debate about the B–2
bomber.

The issue is whether to purchase more
than the 20 long-range stealth bombers al-
ready in service or being completed. The ar-
gument against steady low-level production
to bring the B–2 force to 40 is that the B–2 is
too expensive, particularly because the mis-
sion for which it was designed—penetrating
Soviet air defenses to attack mobile or hard-
ened targets—is no longer relevant.

The case for continuing the B–2 program is
more complex, but more compelling. It rests
on three facts. The B–2 is not as expensive as
critics contend. The B–2 economizes other
material assets, and economizes lives, too.
And given the age of the B–52s (the youngest
is 33 years old) and the time and cost re-
quired to design another bomber (at least 15
years and scores of billions from design to
deployment), the B–2 force is going to be the
only U.S. bomber force for many decades.
Who wants to wager that in, say, the year
2030 the nation will not need a bomber better
than a 70-year-old B–52?

Critics bandy the figure $1.5 billion for
each B–2. Actually, given the research and
development already paid for, the life cycle
cost of additional B–2s, including 20 years of
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spare parts, is about 1.1 billion 1995 dollars.
Buying 20 more B–2s would consume only 1
percent of the defense budget and 5 percent
of the combat aircraft budget for a few
years. And doing so would prevent the irrep-
arable dispersal of the industrial base that
has produced the most sophisticated weapon
ever, a weapon suited to the changed world.

In 1960 there were 81 major U.S. air bases
overseas. Today there are 15. The B–2’s long
range responds to the dwindling of forward-
based U.S. forces. Its high payload and
stealthiness (the difficulty of detecting its
approach) enable it to do extraordinary dam-
age to an adversary’s warmaking capacity,
at minimum risk to just two crew members
per aircraft. This gives a president a power-
ful instrument of credible deterrence for an
era in which Americans are increasingly re-
luctant to risk casualties. The importance of
a military technology tailored to this politi-
cal fact is argued by Edward Luttwak in his
essay ‘‘Toward Post-Heroic Warfare’’ in For-
eign Affairs.

Luttwak, of the Center for Strategic and
International Studies, says the end of the
Cold War has brought a ‘‘new season of war,’’
in which wars are ‘‘easily started and then
fought without perceptible restraint.’’ A war
such as the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait can
menace the material interests of the United
States. And a war such as that in the former
Yugoslavia can, Luttwak argues, injure the
nation’s ‘‘moral economy’’ if the nation ‘‘re-
mains the attentive yet passive witness of
aggression replete with atrocities on the
largest scale.’’

Perhaps Americans find their ‘‘moral econ-
omy’’ too taxing to maintain in today’s tur-
bulent world. The debacle of American pol-
icy regarding Bosnia strongly suggests that
is so. If so, America faces a future in which
only one thing is certain: it will never again
be what it has been, the principal force for
good in the world. But if America wants to
be intolerant both of evil and and of casual-
ties, it needs to arm itself appropriately, as
with the B–2.

It is the only aircraft that can on short no-
tice go anywhere on the planet with a single
refueling, penetrate the most sophisticated
air defenses and deliver high payloads of con-
ventional weapons with devastating preci-
sion. Five B–2s can deliver as many weapons
as the entire force of F–117s (America’s only
other stealth aircraft) deployed in Desert
Storm. Four U.S.-based B–2s with eight crew
members could have achieved by same re-
sults as were achieved by the more than 100
aircraft sent against Libya in 1986. Military
personnel are not only precious as a matter
of morality, they are expensive. True, many
targets can be attacked with ‘‘stand-off
weapons,’’ such as cruise missiles, but such
weapons are 20 to 40 times more expensive
than direct attack precision weapons. Cal-
culating the real costs of weapons is more
complicated than reading restaurant bills.

And as Luttwak argues, cost-effectiveness
criteria for weapons often do not factor in
the value of casualty avoidence, which is a
function of casualty exposure and is often
the decisive rertraint on political leadership
when it is considering whether to project
U.S. power. ‘‘When judged very expensive,
stealth planes are implicitly compared to
non-stealth aircraft of equivalent range and
payload, not always including the escorts
that the latter also require, which increase
greatly the number of fliers at risk. Missing
from such calculations is any measure of the
overall foreign policy value of acquiring a
means of casualty-free warfare by unescorted
bomber.’’

Will the nation need a substantial B–2
force? That depends on developments in the
world, and on what America wants to be in
the world. On a wall at the Jet Propulsion

Laboratory in Pasadena there reportedly use
to be a sign: We do precision guesswork. So
do the people who must anticipate crises rel-
evant to America’s material interests and
moral economy, and the means of meeting
them. Twenty more B–2s would be a respon-
sible guess.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California [Mr.
MCKEON]. He is a very articulate and a
very strong supporter of national de-
fense. I also thank the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. DICKS] who was really
the father of this special order. Thanks
to Mr. DICKS for taking this order up.

I think it is important to talk about
these things, because a lot of folks
have 100 issues on their minds. They do
not know what this vote is about until
they actually sit down and think about
it. And also the gentleman who was
here earlier, Mr. LEWIS. Mr. LEWIS does
not spend a lot of time talking on the
House Floor. He is one of the smartest
defense minds in this Congress and he
is a real advocate for this program and
one of our champions. I am glad he was
up here discussing this with Mr. DICKS.

I am happy to yield to the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. DICKS].

b 1630

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I will just
say one final thing. One of the other
articles General Skantze wrote, one of
the big problems has been, ever since
the Air Force reorganized and got rid
of the Strategic Air Command, there
really has not been an advocate for
bombers inside the Air Force. They
will advocate for the F–22 and the C–17,
but nobody stands up for bombers, and
I think that is one of the things where
the Congress may have to step in. We
may have to reconsider that decision
and recreate a Strategic Air Command
within the Air Force so we have some
real attention by the service on this
subject. I think we ought to consider
that.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EN-
SIGN). Pursuant to clause 12, rule I, the
Chair declares the House in recess sub-
ject to the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 30 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

f

b 1802

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. ENSIGN) at 6 o’clock and
2 minutes p.m.

f

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND-
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 201 and rule

XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2099.

b 1803

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R.
2099) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development, and
for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and
offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes,
with Mr. COMBEST in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-

tee of the Whole rose earlier today,
title V was open for amendment at any
point.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ENSIGN

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. ENSIGN: Page

87, after line 25, insert the following:
SEC. 519. The amount otherwise provided in

title I of this Act for ‘‘DEPARTMENT OF
VETERANS AFFAIRS—VETERANS HEALTH
ADMINISTRATION—MEDICAL CARE’’, the
amount otherwise provided in title III of this
Act for ‘‘NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION—HUMAN SPACE FLIGHT’’, and
the amount otherwise provided in title III of
this Act for ‘‘NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDA-
TION—RESEARCH AND RELATED ACTIVITIES’’
are, respectively, increased to a total of
$16,961,000,000, reduced by $89,500,000, and re-
duced by $235,000,000.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent for a
time limitation of 15 minutes total
split equally between the two sides on
the Ensign amendment and all amend-
ments thereto.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California.

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN] will be rec-
ognized for 71⁄2 minutes, and a Member
opposed will be recognized for 71⁄2 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN].

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I offer my amendment
to ensure that we keep the promises
made to our veterans. The Ensign
amendment is about the contract with
those who have served our Nation hon-
orably without fundamentally altering
the priorities set forth in the bill be-
fore us today.

First, I want to commend the chair-
man of the subcommittee, Mr. LEWIS,
for making tough choices. In most in-
stances, the VA/HUD subcommittee
has accommodated or exceeded the
President’s requested funding levels in
veterans programs such as compensa-
tion and pensions, readjustment bene-
fits, and extended care facility grants.
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H.R. 2099 recognizes the invaluable con-
tribution veterans have made to our
national security, and in turn, extends
security to those in time of need.

Although I appreciate the fact that
this measure meets or exceeds the
President’s request in several accounts,
I must respectfully take issue with the
funding level included in H.R. 2099 for
the Veterans Health Administration’s
medical care account. Even though the
bill contains a $499 million increase in
VA medical care over last year’s level,
the President requested a higher level
of $16.96 billion in fiscal year 1996 for
veterans medical care. The higher level
is needed to provide high quality
health care services to all veterans ex-
pected to seek care in 1996.

Even with the adoption of the man-
ager’s amendment, a $184 million gap
still exists between the President’s VA
health care request and the rec-
ommended appropriation of $16.77 bil-
lion. I am concerned that this disparity
will deprive veterans of the care that
they so desperately need.

My amendment would close the $184
million veterans medical care gap and
still provide approximately $2 million
in savings which could be used for defi-
cit reduction. The Ensign amendment
would reduce the National Science
Foundation’s research and related ac-
tivities account by $235 million. In H.R.
2099, the research and related activities
account was cut by only $26 million
from the fiscal year 1995 level. I find it
hard to believe that there was only
room for a $26 million cut in a $2.25 bil-
lion account. Even an additional $235
million cut represents slightly more
than a 10-percent reduction in this ac-
count’s fiscal year 1996 appropriation.

Surely, when veterans are facing the
prospect of losing access to health
care, the NSF can take a 10-percent
cut. I personally support NSF and the
projects it supports in Nevada. How-
ever, NSF should be treated fairly, and
I believe my amendment allows NSF to
continue its vital research.

To complete the offset, my amend-
ment would reduce the appropriation
for NASA’s human space flight account
by $89.5 million. Again, we are talking
about a very small reduction in
NASA’s $13.67 billion allotment. We
have heard arguments from both sides
about the space station and whether or
not we can afford the space station in
a time of great fiscal restraint. My
amendment unlike other amendments,
will not decimate the space station
program. No specific human space
flight program or initiative is targeted
in my amendment. $89.5 million is a
modest cut and represents reasonable
middle ground.

Between the offsets from the NSF
and NASA, we can meet the President’s
request for health care and still pro-
vide resources for scientific research
and exploration.

Mr. Chairman, I also want to focus
for a moment on the skyrocketing
costs of health care. We are about to
reform Medicare, and I would be the

first one to rise in support of reforming
our complete veterans’ health care pro-
gram. But until we do that, we need to
completely fund our veterans’ health
care program. My amendment brings
the funding level up to the President’s
requested level for fiscal year 1996. I
urge its support.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from California, chairman of the sub-
committee, rise in opposition?

Mr. LEWIS of California. Yes, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS] is recog-
nized for 71⁄2 minutes.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise reluctantly in
opposition to the Ensign amendment. I
do so specifically because of the fact
that this subcommittee report is a very
carefully crafted and delicately bal-
anced report.

The very account that the gentleman
from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN] is addressing
himself to is that account that we are
most sensitive about. It is the only ac-
count within my entire bill that has
any significant adjustment upwards.
Indeed, we provide in the medical care
section of this bill more than a half a
billion dollars of the 1995 authorization
as well as outlay. It is very, very im-
portant that we recognize that to im-
balance this effort could throw the en-
tire bill askew.

For example, NSF has already been
cut by $200 million. They are consider-
ably below the President’s request.
This additional $235 million in fun-
damental science work would have a
dramatic and negative impact upon the
work that the bill is attempting to
carry forward.

In dealing with NASA, NASA is al-
ready itself over a half a billion dollars
below the President’s request. To
strike that blow to our work in space is
a very significant item.

One of the other elements I would
mention is the fact that we are at-
tempting to put some pressure on the
Veterans’ Administration, specifically
because while we here in Congress are
very empathetic to medical care needs
of our veterans. Too often the system
treats them like cattle in the districts
where the hospitals are. We need to put
pressure on this agency to rethink the
processes they use whereby we deliver
those services to veterans.

Mr. Chairman, I reluctantly but very
strongly urge my colleagues to vote
‘‘no.’’

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, while the remarks
that the subcommittee chairman said
are true, that it is important to have
basic science research, it is important
to have the programs that NSF sup-
ports and that NASA supports, it is

also true that it is critical that we
maintain the contract that we have
with the veterans in this country.

The reason that we have the free-
doms to have basic science research in
this country is because of the sacrifices
that our veterans have made serving
this country. I have 114,000 veterans in
southern Nevada just in my district
alone. Many of those veterans have to
travel 41⁄2 hours to southern California
because there is not adequate funding
levels at the hospital in Las Vegas to
take care of their basic needs. There-
fore, they have to travel all the way to
southern California. I think this is a
travesty to those people who have sac-
rificed so much, have had very little
pay while they are in the service, spent
a lot of time away from their families,
a lot of them sacrificed limbs, a lot of
them sacrificed a lot of their friends,
people that they knew in battle, and to
me and to a lot of the Members of this
Congress, I think it is important that
we maintain the contract that we have
had with these veterans over the years.

I would strongly urge that Members
consider supporting this amendment to
bring the funding levels for 1996 up to
what the President has proposed.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK-
ER].

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment. This is a case where
you take the account that has been in-
creased the furthest in the entire budg-
et and then you hammer two accounts
that have not taken significant in-
creases. In particular I am very con-
cerned about the fact that the National
Science Foundation has been targeted
by the gentleman from Nevada for in-
creased cuts. This will amount to a 17
percent cut in the National Science
Foundation and that is in the basic
science accounts. This is where we do
our basic research. This is the univer-
sity money that is required in order to
make certain that our university re-
search programs stay alive.

Who are some of those universities?
Well, the University and Community
College System of Las Vegas got $1.6
million. The University of Nevada at
Las Vegas got over $1 million in 1994.
The Clark County School District got
$867,000. The University of Nevada
Desert Research Program got $1.731
million out of the National Science
Foundation. On it goes, in programs
that from everything I have been able
to determine are high-quality research
programs that are very, very impor-
tant to the basic underlying fundamen-
tal science of this country.

b 1815

And so, to devastate those accounts
by taking them down by hundreds of
millions of dollars in order to fund an
account that we have already increased
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significantly, it seems to me, is the
wrong set of priorities.

I understand that the gentleman
wants to keep our commitments, but
we have commitments that are very,
very important in science. There are
many of these science researchers that
over the years also feel that they have
a commitment to making certain that
we keep this Nation economically
strong by having a good basic science
base. This particular amendment will
cut into that basic science base; this is
one of the worst places that we can
possibly find to cut programs in the en-
tire VA–HUD budget.

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. DOYLE], a
member of the committee.

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment, and I do
so with a unique perspective on this
matter, as I am the only member of
this body who sits on both of the au-
thorizing Committees affected by this
amendment.

I am honored to represent a district
with one of the largest veterans popu-
lations, and I am extremely sensitive
to the need to adequately fund veter-
ans’ health care. My father was a per-
manently disabled veteran. I could not
imagine what my life would be like if
he had not had access to quality VA
health care.

It would be my preference to fully
fund the administration’s request for
VA health care, which the amendment
before us would do by cutting $235 mil-
lion from NSF’s research account to
achieve $100 million in savings, coupled
with a $89.5 million in NASA funds. De-
spite my support for our nation’s veter-
ans, I cannot support this amendment
because of its impact on the National
Science Foundation.

In the Science Committee, we have
gone to great pains, under the leader-
ship of Chairman WALKER, to make the
difficult decisions on funding priorities
in order to achieve a balanced budget.
I must tell the author of this amend-
ment, since he wasn’t present for the
seven or so days that the Science Com-
mittee spent considering all the pro-
grams in its jurisdiction, that no fed-
eral agency enjoyed a greater degree of
bipartisan support than the National
Science Foundation.

We are already cutting this account
by $26 million from FY 95, and NSF as
a whole is being cut by over $200 mil-
lion from the current year. I am not
sure why NSF has been targeted by
this amendment, but I cannot endorse
this effort to support one worthwhile
effort by cutting a greater amount of
funds from another important pro-
gram.

Mr. Chairman, for these reasons, al-
though the reasons of the gentleman
from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN] are worth-
while, I have to oppose this amend-
ment.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to my colleague,

the gentleman from California [Mr.
BROWN], ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Science.

(Mr. BROWN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, this is a battle that we have gone
through many times before over the
past years, and I have frequently sided
with those who support the position of
the gentleman from Nevada [Mr. EN-
SIGN] with regard to taking money
from NASA or other science agencies
and adding it to veterans, because I
have such a feeling for the needs of the
veterans.

But in this particular case, I spent
most of the last week arguing that we
had cut NASA too much already, over
half a billion dollars, and voted against
the space station because of those cuts
that came out of NASA science, basi-
cally.

Mr. Chairman, I am constrained to
oppose the amendment before us for
that reason. I think that we have
achieved a good balance, not at the
level that I would want, but within the
constraints of the money available; a
good balance with the bill that we
have.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge all of my
colleagues to oppose this amendment
and to support the numbers which are
contained in the bill presented to us by
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. LEWIS].

Mr. Chairman, I would like to rise in strong
opposition to the amendment offered by Mr.
ENSIGN. The amendment makes cuts to the
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion and the National Science Foundation that
are ill-advised and will do serious damage if
enacted.

Let us first consider the NASA cut. NASA’s
request for fiscal year 1996 has already been
cut by $600 million in this appropriations bill.
In addition, NASA’s funding plans have been
cut by 35 percent since 1993. The proposed
amendment would cut an additional $90 mil-
lion from NASA’s human space flight account.
Now, $90 million does not sound like a great
deal of money in a $5 billion account, but in
this case appearances are seriously deceiving.

NASA’s human space flight account pro-
vides funding for the space station and the
space shuttle. The station program was
restructed in 1993, its overall development
budget was cut by billions of dollars, and an-
nual funding for the program was capped at
$2.1 billion. There is no room for additional
cuts to the space station budget if the inter-
national space station is to meet its demand-
ing schedule commitments.

The budget for space shuttle operations has
been cut 23 percent since fiscal year 1992,
and the President’s fiscal year 1996 budget
assumes that additional cuts will be made to
the shuttle program during the period fiscal
year 1997–2000. NASA is making plans to re-
structure the shuttle program to further reduce
costs through contract consolidations and
other management changes. However, the
shuttle account cannot absorb additional cuts
in fiscal year 1996 without running an unac-
ceptable risk that the shuttle will not be able
to carry out its missions, and that NASA will

not be able to make needed safety and per-
formance upgrades.

I cannot stress too strongly how important it
is not to impose additional budgetary stress on
the space shuttle program at a time when the
shuttle program is trying to adjust to the cuts
already imposed on it. I do not think that I
need to remind any Member that the shuttle is
a very complicated machine. Indeed, this
weekend’s decision to defer further shuttle
flights until NASA understands the current
problem with the shuttle O-rings underlines the
importance of proceeding with caution when
dealing with the shuttle program.

Turning to the National Science Foundation,
this amendment would cut $235 million from
NSF’s research and related activities account.
This account is already below the fiscal year
1995 funding level in the bill as reported by
the Appropriations Committee. The additional
proposed cut of 11.4 percent will harm basic
research in many important fields of science.

Although NSF is a small agency with only
about 4 percent of all Federal R&D funding, it
is the only Federal agency mandated to
strengthen the Nation’s overall potential in
science and engineering. Moreover, the Agen-
cy is a principal source of Federal support for
basic research in the sciences, mathematics,
and engineering: 60% of computer science
support; 44% of mathematics support; 34% of
biological sciences support; 33% of earth
sciences support; and 19% of engineering
support.

A cut of $235 million translates into fore-
going potential advances in knowledge in such
fields as advanced computers and high-speed
digital networks, electronic and structural ma-
terials, biotechnology, and nanoscience—the
observation and manipulation of chemical, bio-
logical, and mechanical processes at the
atomic scale.

the cut will also help to weaken the scientific
infrastructure of universities. Last year, well
over 20,000 senior scientists and 18,500 grad-
uate students worked on research projects
sponsored by NSF, mostly at colleges and
universities. The proposed cut to NSF’s re-
search account would reduce these numbers
by 2,100 scientists and 1,900 graduate stu-
dents. In addition, 24 percent of the research
and related activities budget supports unique
national research facilities, such as tele-
scopes, research ships, and supercomputers,
all of which enable a broad range of research
activities. Imposition of a $235 million cut to
the research account will mean that operations
are reduced and maintenance delayed for
these facilities.

Reductions in basic research budgets have
consequences for the economic strength of
the Nation and the future well being of its citi-
zens. Federal support for basic research is an
investment, as has been quantified by econo-
mists who find a social rate of return from
basic research funding of 30 to 50 percent.
The proposed cut to the NSF research budget
is shortsighted.

I urge my colleagues to resist the temptation
to make additional cuts to NASA and NSF.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield the balance of my time to
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
LIVINGSTON], chairman of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I

want to compliment the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS] on the out-
standing job that he has done with a
difficult bill.

This amendment highlights the prob-
lems that he has had with this bill.
There are conflicting interests, all of
which are necessary and vital. We pit
NASA against housing; housing against
veterans’ benefits. There is no one in
this Chamber that wants to cut any of
these things unless it is absolutely nec-
essary. And it is absolutely necessary
to cut these to get to a balanced budg-
et by the year 2002.

The gentleman’s amendment is well
intentioned, but it still cuts $89.5 mil-
lion out of NASA, and $235 million out
of the National Science Foundation.
These cuts are proposed in an effort to
help the veterans’ programs which now
currently, in this bill, receive $562 mil-
lion in medical benefits over and above
what we spent last year. That rep-
resents a total of $16.777 billion in med-
ical care for veterans.

Mr. Chairman, nobody can say that
that is not sufficient. We can always
spend more money on these programs,
but I would hope that the Members
would understand that we cannot con-
tinue to spend more money on every
good cause. We have got to try to bal-
ance the competing interests.

Mr. Chairman, this is a balanced bill.
The gentleman from California [Mr.
LEWIS] and the members of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations have tried to
bring forward a balanced bill consider-
ing all of the needs: The needs of the
veterans, the needs of science, the
needs of NASA, and the needs of hous-
ing. Together, those needs demand that
this amendment be rejected.

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, while I respect the
words that have been said by my col-
leagues and respect the work that has
gone into making this bill, I still think
that this is a question of priorities, and
the priorities that I have remain with
the veterans in this country.

When we are looking at limited
funds, we do have to say, ‘‘What is im-
portant? How much should we spend on
veterans? How much should we spend
on science?’’

Science is a theoretical number.
Should we spend $100 billion on those
science programs? Should we spend $200
billion? We have no idea what that
number should be. It is some number
floating out there.

We do know, Mr. Chairman, that vet-
erans have those needs and we do know
that we are not meeting those needs
currently. To not increase this number
up to what the President has re-
quested, I think, would be doing a dis-
service to the veterans who have paid
such a dear price in serving our coun-
try. That is why I have offered this
amendment, because of the sacrifice
that those veterans have made.

It is a question of priorities. There is
no question.

Mr. Chairman, this is a difficult deci-
sion to make, and I appreciate what
the subcommittee chairman and all the
members of the committee have gone
through in crafting this bill. To me,
though, this happens to be a question
of priorities. I believe that the NSF can
take a 10-percent cut in this year’s
budget. It is just a question of the pri-
orities that I have set for myself to
come and represent the people of
southern Nevada and especially those
114,000 veterans that I represent there.

I believe they deserve the medical
care that they are to get this year. I
would be the first one, though, to add
my voice to reforming the whole veter-
ans’ medical care. It needs to be re-
formed just like Medicare does. We
need to provide better service for less
cost, and then maybe next year, we
will not have this argument.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN].

The question was taken; and the
chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, July
27, 1995, further proceedings on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN] will be post-
poned.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move that the Committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly the Committee rose; and

the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. WALKER]
having assumed the chair, Mr. COM-
BEST, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that Committee, hav-
ing had under consideration the bill,
(H.R. 2099) making appropriations, for
the Departments of Veterans Affairs
and Housing and Urban Development,
and for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and
offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes,
had come to no resolution thereon.

f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2126, DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1996

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 205 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 205
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2126) making
appropriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1996, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All
points of order against consideration of the

bill for failure to comply with clause 2(1)(6)
of the rule XI, clause 7 of rule XXI, or sec-
tion 306 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 are waived. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Appropriations. After gen-
eral debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. The
bill shall be considered by title rather than
by paragraph. Each title shall be considered
as read. Points of order against provisions in
the bill for failure to comply with clause 2 or
6 of rule XXI are waived. An amendment
striking section 8021 and 8024 of the bill shall
be considered as adopted in the House and in
the Committee of the Whole. During consid-
eration of the bill for amendment, the Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole may ac-
cord priority in recognition on the basis of
whether the Member offering an amendment
has caused it to be printed in the portion of
the Congressional Record designated for that
purpose in clause 6 of rule XXIII. Amend-
ments so printed shall be considered as read.
At the conclusion of consideration of the bill
for amendment the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted. The
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendment thereto to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GOSS] is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas [Mr. FROST],
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for purposes of debate only.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to include extraneous material
in the RECORD.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to bring to the floor yet another very
fair and simple open rule. H. Res. 205
provides for one hour of general debate,
equally divided between the majority
and the minority. Following that, any
Member can offer amendments in ac-
cordance with the rules of the House.

Members are encouraged, but not re-
quired, to preprint their amendments
in the RECORD, so that we can engage
in full and well-informed debate, and I
think that is something that has actu-
ally worked out pretty well.

In addition, the committee granted
limited waivers for the consideration
of H.R. 2126, including waivers of
clauses 2 and 6 of rule XXI regading un-
authorized appropriations and reappro-
priation within this bill.

The need for these protections, due
to lack of the authorization for many
of the programs, has been thoroughly
debated, so I will not debate it here. We
all know we have a problem between
the authorizing and the appropriations
cycle and that is part of the budget re-
form that we hope to bring forward.

In order to expedite the floor sched-
ule and allow the House to complete its
schedule appropriations work before
the August break, which I think is of
great interest to every Member and
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probably the Nation at large as well,
the committee granted waivers of
clause 2(l)(6) of rule XI and clause 7 of
rule XXII, regarding 3-day layovers for
the committee report.

The report for H.R. 2126 has been
available since Friday, however, and
Members have had the weekend and
then some time today to review this re-
port. I would also point out that we
have been through much of this in the
authorizing process already as well.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the last waiver
granted is a technical one for section
306 of the Budget Act regarding meas-
ures under the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on the Budget reported by other
committee. I would like to point out to
Members that the two ‘‘offending’’ sec-
tions of the bill, 8021 and 8024, have
been removed at request of the Com-
mittee on the Budget by a self-execut-
ing amendment, so I think that prob-
lem is behind us.

Mr. Speaker, that may seem like a
lot of explanation for what really is, in
essence, a very simple open rule, but I
am confident that we have a very fair,
I would say very open rule that will
allow us to fully consider this vital ap-
propriations measure.

Providing for our national defense is
one of the few charges specifically
given to the Congress of the United
States under the Constitution and we
cannot shirk our responsibilities in
this area. Freedom is not free. The

American people demand a strong and
ready force, capable of dealing with
whatever crisis may arise, wherever it
may happen, whenever it may happen.

We obviously must ensure that our
armed services are the best trained,
best equipped, best provided for, both
for their benefit and ours. There are a
few, I suppose, who still argue that the
demise of the Soviet Union meant an
end of all major threats to the United
States’ interests, therefore, we do not
need much defense.

Mr. Speaker, those folks are wrong,
in my view, and I think in most Ameri-
cans’ views. Vigorous military buildups
in countries like Iran, North Korea,
and China pose new challenges to
American interests across the globe,
not to mention the real threat we face
from the slow but steady spread of nu-
clear capability to new countries and,
possibly, to terrorist groups.

b 1830
Nor could we totally ignore genocide

as we now witness it in former Yugo-
slavia. Threats to democracy and our
national security come in many forms,
in many ways these days.

No, to most of us there is no question
that we need a strong and ready de-
fense, and I am pleased that after sev-
eral years of steadily declining budgets
and uncertain leadership from the ad-
ministration these past 2 years, we now
have a Department of Defense appro-

priation bill that begins to meet the
needs both long term and immediate of
our armed forces.

Make no mistake, many of the items
funded in this bill are not for future ac-
quisition of some high-tech weapons
systems, but they are for things like
food, clothing and other basic neces-
sities for our men and women in the
service.

The chairman of the Subcommittee
on National Security Appropriations,
my friend and distinguished colleague
from Florida, the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. YOUNG], presented the Com-
mittee on Rules with a list of these
basic requirements that were not being
met until now. That list, containing
lots of nuts and bolts necessary to keep
our forces fit, was put on a roll that
stretched almost across the entire
width of the Committee on Rules hear-
ing room. We may even get to see that
roll again before this debate is over.

So I congratulate the chairman, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG],
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. MURTHA] and the rest of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations for their very
hard work on this particularly impor-
tant appropriations bill.

I urge support for the rule and sup-
port for H.R. 2126.

I include for the RECORD the follow-
ing information:

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,1 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS
[As of July 31, 1995]

Rule type
103d Congress 104th Congress

Number of rules Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total

Open/Modified-open 2 ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 46 44 40 73
Modified Closed 3 ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 49 47 13 23
Closed 4 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 9 9 2 4

Totals: ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 104 100 55 100

1 This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules.

2 An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record.

3 A modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or which preclude
amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment.

4 A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill).

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS
[As of July 31, 1995]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule

H. Res. 38 (1/18/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 5 ............................... Unfunded Mandate Reform ................................................................................................ A: 350–71 (1/19/95).
H. Res. 44 (1/24/95) ....................................... MC .................................... H. Con. Res. 17 ...............

H.J. Res. 1 .......................
Social Security ....................................................................................................................
Balanced Budget Amdt ......................................................................................................

A: 255–172 (1/25/95).

H. Res. 51 (1/31/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 101 ........................... Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians .................................................................................. A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 400 ........................... Land Exchange, Arctic Nat’l. Park and Preserve ............................................................... A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 53 (1/31/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 440 ........................... Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif .............................................................................. A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 55 (2/1/95) ......................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2 ............................... Line Item Veto .................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/2/95).
H. Res. 60 (2/6/95) ......................................... O ...................................... H.R. 665 ........................... Victim Restitution ............................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 61 (2/6/95) ......................................... O ...................................... H.R. 666 ........................... Exclusionary Rule Reform ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 63 (2/8/95) ......................................... MO .................................... H.R. 667 ........................... Violent Criminal Incarceration ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/9/95).
H. Res. 69 (2/9/95) ......................................... O ...................................... H.R. 668 ........................... Criminal Alien Deportation ................................................................................................. A: voice vote (2/10/95).
H. Res. 79 (2/10/95) ....................................... MO .................................... H.R. 728 ........................... Law Enforcement Block Grants .......................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/13/95).
H. Res. 83 (2/13/95) ....................................... MO .................................... H.R. 7 ............................... National Security Revitalization ......................................................................................... PQ: 229–100; A: 227–127 (2/15/95).
H. Res. 88 (2/16/95) ....................................... MC .................................... H.R. 831 ........................... Health Insurance Deductibility ........................................................................................... PQ: 230–191; A: 229–188 (2/21/95).
H. Res. 91 (2/21/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 830 ........................... Paperwork Reduction Act ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/22/95).
H. Res. 92 (2/21/95) ....................................... MC .................................... H.R. 889 ........................... Defense Supplemental ........................................................................................................ A: 282–144 (2/22/95).
H. Res. 93 (2/22/95) ....................................... MO .................................... H.R. 450 ........................... Regulatory Transition Act ................................................................................................... A: 252–175 (2/23/95).
H. Res. 96 (2/24/95) ....................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1022 ......................... Risk Assessment ................................................................................................................ A: 253–165 (2/27/95).
H. Res. 100 (2/27/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 926 ........................... Regulatory Reform and Relief Act ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/28/95).
H. Res. 101 (2/28/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 925 ........................... Private Property Protection Act .......................................................................................... A: 271–151 (3/2/95)
H. Res. 103 (3/3/95) ....................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1058 ......................... Securities Litigation Reform ...............................................................................................
H. Res. 104 (3/3/95) ....................................... MO .................................... H.R. 988 ........................... Attorney Accountability Act ................................................................................................ A: voice vote (3/6/95)
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) ....................................... MO .................................... .......................................... ............................................................................................................................................. A: 257–155 (3/7/95)
H. Res. 108 (3/7/95) ....................................... Debate .............................. H.R. 956 ........................... Product Liability Reform ..................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/8/95)
H. Res. 109 (3/8/95) ....................................... MC .................................... .......................................... ............................................................................................................................................. PQ: 234–191 A: 247–181 (3/9/95)
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1159 ......................... Making Emergency Supp. Approps. .................................................................................... A: 242–190 (3/15/95)
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.J. Res. 73 ..................... Term Limits Const. Amdt ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/28/95)
H. Res. 117 (3/16/95) ..................................... Debate .............................. H.R. 4 ............................... Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 .................................................................................. A: voice vote (3/21/95)
H. Res. 119 (3/21/95) ..................................... MC .................................... .......................................... ............................................................................................................................................. A: 217–211 (3/22/95)
H. Res. 125 (4/3/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1271 ......................... Family Privacy Protection Act ............................................................................................. A: 423–1 (4/4/95)
H. Res. 126 (4/3/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 660 ........................... Older Persons Housing Act ................................................................................................. A: voice vote (4/6/95)
H. Res. 128 (4/4/95) ....................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1215 ......................... Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 ................................................................. A: 228–204 (4/5/95)
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H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule

H. Res. 130 (4/5/95) ....................................... MC .................................... H.R. 483 ........................... Medicare Select Expansion ................................................................................................. A: 253–172 (4/6/95)
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 655 ........................... Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 ............................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/2/95)
H. Res. 139 (5/3/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1361 ......................... Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 ............................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/9/95)
H. Res. 140 (5/9/95) ....................................... O ...................................... H.R. 961 ........................... Clean Water Amendments .................................................................................................. A: 414–4 (5/10/95)
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 535 ........................... Fish Hatchery—Arkansas ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95)
H. Res. 145 (5/11/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 584 ........................... Fish Hatchery—Iowa .......................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95)
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 614 ........................... Fish Hatchery—Minnesota ................................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/15/95)
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H. Con. Res. 67 ............... Budget Resolution FY 1996 ............................................................................................... PQ: 252–170 A: 255–168 (5/17/95)
H. Res. 155 (5/22/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1561 ......................... American Overseas Interests Act ....................................................................................... A: 233–176 (5/23/95)
H. Res. 164 (6/8/95) ....................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1530 ......................... Nat. Defense Auth. FY 1996 .............................................................................................. PQ: 225–191 A: 233–183 (6/13/95)
H. Res. 167 (6/15/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1817 ......................... MilCon Appropriations FY 1996 ......................................................................................... PQ: 223–180 A: 245–155 (6/16/95)
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1854 ......................... Leg. Branch Approps. FY 1996 .......................................................................................... PQ: 232–196 A: 236–191 (6/20/95)
H. Res. 170 (6/20/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1868 ......................... For. Ops. Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................... PQ: 221–178 A: 217–175 (6/22/95)
H. Res. 171 (6/22/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1905 ......................... Energy & Water Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/12/95)
H. Res. 173 (6/27/95) ..................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 79 ..................... Flag Constitutional Amendment ......................................................................................... PQ: 258–170 A: 271–152 (6/28/95)
H. Res. 176 (6/28/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1944 ......................... Emer. Supp. Approps. ......................................................................................................... PQ: 236–194 A: 234–192 (6/29/95)
H. Res. 185 (7/11/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1977 ......................... Interior Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................................. PQ: 235–193 D: 192–238 (7/12/95)
H. Res. 187 (7/12/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1977 ......................... Interior Approps. FY 1996 #2 ............................................................................................ PQ: 230–194 A: 229–195 (7/13/95)
H. Res. 188 (7/12/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1976 ......................... Agriculture Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................ PQ: 242–185 A: voice vote (7/18/95)
H. Res. 190 (7/17/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2020 ......................... Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996 ..................................................................................... PQ: 232–192 A: voice vote (7/18/95)
H. Res. 193 (7/19/95) ..................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 96 ..................... Disapproval of MFN to China ............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/20/95)
H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2002 ......................... Transportation Approps. FY 1996 ...................................................................................... PQ: 217–202 (7/21/95)
H. Res. 197 (7/21/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 70 ............................. Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil ............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/24/95)
H. Res. 198 (7/21/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2076 ......................... Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/25/95)
H. Res. 201 (7/25/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2099 ......................... VA/HUD Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................. A: 230–189 (7/27/95)
H. Res. 204 (7/28/95) ..................................... MC .................................... S. 21 ................................ Terminating U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia ......................................................................
H. Res. 205 (7/28/95) ..................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2126 ......................... Defense Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................................

Codes: O-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; C-closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PQ-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
rule providing for the consideration of
the Department of Defense appropria-
tion for fiscal year 1996. While I am
concerned that once again the Commit-
tee on Rules did not seek fit to allow
the amendment authored by the
gentlelady from Colorado [Mrs.
SCHROEDER], the rule otherwise will
allow the House to consider amend-
ments that will amend funding levels
contained in the bill.

The Schroeder amendment, of course,
seeks to reduce the overall funding
level of the appropriation to the level
originally sought by the administra-
tion. Mr. Speaker, while I personally
would not support the Schroeder
amendment, I do believe her amend-
ment would have provided the House
the opportunity to debate how many
Federal dollars should be allocated to
the Department of Defense in the com-
ing and future fiscal years.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2126 closely tracks
the provisions of the authorization bill
adopted by the House in June. While
the two bills are not identical, the ap-
propriation does provide funding for
advance procurement of two additional
B–2 Stealth bombers. The committee is
to be commended for this action and I
support the inclusion of these advance
procurement funds. I also commend the
committee for including $200 million in
the bill for the continued development
of the F–22 fighter.

Mr. Speaker, I have in my 17 years in
Congress always been a supporter of a
strong national defense. I intend to
continue my record and support this
rule and this appropriation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from greater metropolitan
Sandimas-Claremont, CA [Mr. DREIER],
the distinguished vice chairman of the
Committee on Rules.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this rule. I would like to congratu-
late both my friend, the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. YOUNG], and my
friend, the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. MURTHA], who have worked
long and hard on this extraordinarily
important piece of legislation.

This is an open rule. It is an amend-
ment process which will allow Mem-
bers to work their will on a wide range
of issues that are going to be coming
before us.

It is very important to note, as we
embark on the defense appropriation
bill, that this is legislation that we are
addressing as we are all very concerned
about the budget and the deficit and
the national debt, and yet it seems to
me that as we look at the preamble of
the U.S. Constitution, it is very impor-
tant for us to recognize that providing
for the common defense is paramount.

There are a wide range of levels of
government, State and local govern-
ments, county governments that can
deal with many of the issues that the
U.S. Government today addresses, and
yet when it comes to the security of
the United States of America, only one
level of government, only one level of
government is in a position to address
those, and that is the U.S. Govern-
ment.

So it is for that reason that we have
to recognize the preeminence of the
issue of defense appropriations.

Now, there are going to be some con-
troversial questions that will come for-
ward. The B–2 bomber is one which I
know my very good friend, the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON],
and I have worked on for a number of
years. Let me just say this very briefly
about that issue, it seems to me if we
look at this question and try to back
off, it will be the first time in the his-
tory of our republic that we would have
taken a retrograde step on a new and
very important technology.

There are many who argue that since
we have seen the demise of the Soviet
Union, that it is no longer necessary,
and yet there are potential conflicts in
the Middle East which a friend of mine
in California was talking to me about
not too long ago, and other spots where
this technology is very important, and
it cannot be ignored.

I have to say that none of the jobs for
this are actually in my district. I rec-
ognize that many of them are in Cali-
fornia, but I believe this very firmly,
because of the national security of our
country, that what we should proceed
with the B–2. I hope very much we will
be successful when that comes up on
the floor.

Let me say that I do congratulate
again my friend, the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Defense Appropria-
tions, for the valiant effort he has put
forward, the chairman of the full com-
mittee, the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. LIVINGSTONE], and others who
have been very involved.

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on this open rule.
Then we will look forward to having
the House work its will.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. SKELTON].

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this rule. First I compliment
my friend, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. YOUNG], the chairman of the com-
mittee, and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. MURTHA], the ranking
Democrat, for their excellent work as
well as the full committee.

I also wish to express my apprecia-
tion and agreement with the funding
for the two long-lead issues involving
the B–2.

Of course, Whiteman Air Force Base
is in the district that I am privileged
to serve, but it is more than that. As
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DREIER] so eloquently pointed out, we
must look to the future. We must look
to future technology. This is the one
weapons system that will allow us to
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continue to bring the technology for-
ward as we bring the troops and be-
come more continental-based in our
Air Force, Army, and Navy. This is
what is called power projection. It not
only can serve as a strong weapon, it
can serve as an excellent deterrent to
those who would cause mischief on the
other side of the world.

Mr. Speaker, this is a dangerous
world in which we live. Few Americans
remember even last year that we came
within a gnat’s eyelash, not once, not
twice, but three times to conflict; once
involving Haiti, once involving North
Korea, and the third time when we sent
our troops over and successfully
stopped Saddam Hussein from proceed-
ing to the south of the border.

This dangerous world in which we
live, and we being the only superpower
on this Earth, it is incumbent upon us
to be strong, to be militarily prepared.
We should learn from history. We
should learn that in the years past and
the decades past, the United States of
America, after every major conflict or
every major threat, has cut itself mili-
tarily to the bone.

It is my intention to fight hard to
keep that from happening now, and I
am pleased to see so many Members of
this House joining in that fight.

Mr. Speaker, you will recall that I of-
fered a defense budget of my very own,
increasing the administration’s budget
over 4 years by some $44 billion. The
budget that was adopted came rel-
atively close to that. But we should
make sure it is not just in the areas of
technology, such as the B–2, not just in
the areas of weapons systems, ships
and tanks, and guns, but we must look
to taking care of the young men and
young women who wear the American
uniform. That is utmost. That is im-
portant in this bill, and I will vote for
this rule.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Utah
[Mr. ORTON].

(Mr. ORTON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent of the United States is the Com-
mander in Chief of the Armed Services.

This bill that will come before us
provides funding for the Pentagon.
What better bill to give the President a
line item veto than the defense appro-
priations bill?

I have been a supporter since arriving
here of the line item veto concept. You
can debate and argue as to which par-
ticular approach is best, whether to
have a pure veto by the President on a
line item within one bill or whether, as
the other body has proposed, to sepa-
rate the bills into many different bills
with separate enrollments, and have
the President veto each separate bill,
or whether, rather than vetoing the
bill, to enhance the President’s rescis-
sion authority so that he can strike
out items, send them back here for us
to vote on, whether we want to include
or exclude that particular line item
from the spending package.

While we can argue the constitu-
tionality, while we can argue which is
the best approach, I believe that it is
critical that we give the President the
opportunity to speak out, to include in
the process his authority of line
iteming each particular area that he
feels ought to be cut.

I have proposed amendments on each
of the last five appropriation bills to do
that. They are not in order without a
waiver. I acknowledge that. I commend
the Committee on Rules for the open-
ness of the bill which they have put
forward.

I do wish, however, that we could
waive the point of order to allow the
provisions of line item veto to be
placed on this one bill rather than
amending and changing the process for
every bill coming forward. If we could
apply it to this one bill, have a test
case, I believe it is important. I would
urge this body to act.

We have yet to even appoint con-
ferees on line item veto. It is impor-
tant that we move forward.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, we urge
adoption of the rule, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I just simply would like
to say that the gentleman from Utah
[Mr. ORTON] has made a very important
point about our concern about the line
item veto, and I would like to have in-
cluded, among the extraneous material
that we are putting in the RECORD
today, a statement from the Speaker of
the House to the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules which says, from the
Speaker, that he is committed to mov-
ing forward on line item veto and to
that end he has promised to schedule a
motion to go to conference on the line
item veto and to appoint conferees
press on the first day of House business
in September. So we have achieved get-
ting his attention and commitment to
getting forward with that, and I will
put that in the RECORD at this point.

We have a fair and open rule that al-
lows Members to offer cutting amend-
ments on an appropriations bill, and it
is an honor to bring this appropriations
bill to the floor with this good a rule
on this important subject.

The letter referred to is as follows:
OFFICE OF THE SPEAKER,

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, July 27, 1995

Hon. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON,
Chairman, Committee on Rules,
Washington, DC.

DEAR JERRY: I want to thank you for your
valuable contributions and ongoing efforts to
move the Line-Item Veto Act to conference
at the earliest practicable date.

The line-item veto is one of the most im-
portant commitments we made as a party in
our Contract with America. I have every
confidence that with your help and leader-
ship we can resolve the vast differences that
exist between the House and Senate passed
bills over how best to fashion and implement
the line-item veto authority for the Presi-
dent.

Although some have suggested we should
delay the process of working out the dif-

ferences with the Senate, I want you to know
I am committed to moving forward on this
bill. To that end, you have my promise to
schedule the motion to go to conference on
the line-item veto and to appoint conferees
on the first day of House business in Septem-
ber. You can be assured that I share your
dedication to enacting this central compo-
nent of our Contract with America.

Sincerely,
NEWT GINGRICH.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the pre-
vious question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HASTINGS of Washington.) The question
is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 409, nays 1,
not voting 24, as follows:

[Roll No. 601]

YEAS—409

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady

Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin

Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Filner
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
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Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott

McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Mfume
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer

Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velázquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NAYS—1

Franks (CT)

NOT VOTING—24

Becerra
Coburn
Flake
Ford (TN)
Green
Hall (OH)
Hoke
Hoyer

Jefferson
Johnson, Sam
Lazio
Lowey
Meyers
Moakley
Mollohan
Obey

Pelosi
Reynolds
Stark
Stockman
Thurman
Tucker
Volkmer
Young (AK)

b 1902

Mr. ZELIFF and Mr. OWENS changed
their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND-
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). Pursuant to
House Resolution 201 and rule XXIII,
the Chair declares the House in the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill, H.R. 2099.

b 1904

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R.
2099) making appropriations for the the
Departments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development, and
for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and
offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes,
with Mr. COMBEST in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-

tee of the Whole rose earlier today,
title V was open for amendment at any
point.

Are there further amendments to
title V?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DORNAN

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DORNAN:
Amendment No. 71: Page 88, after line 3,

add ‘‘Sec. 519. None of the funds under this
Act shall be used for the Senior Environ-
mental Employment Program.’’

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I have
a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, it is
my understanding we were going to
vote on the two previous amendments,
the Durbin-Dingell and one other, and
then go to amendments on VA–HUD.
Could the membership be informed as
to what the plan is? I understand there
needs to be some time to count votes
and things; that is fine. But just what
is the specific plan?

The CHAIRMAN. The plan is, as the
Chair announced, to consider amend-
ments to title V that were earlier not
offered because Members were not
present, and at the point that those
amendments have been voted upon,

then consider all of the remaining
amendments to the bill.

Mr. SCHUMER. So, just to continue
my parliamentary inquiry, does this
mean all votes, including the Durbin-
Wilson-Dingell and Ensign amend-
ments, and votes on additional amend-
ments, will be rolled until the end of
the bill?

The CHAIRMAN. That may happen.
The Chair cannot totally restrict the
offering of amendments after that
block of votes in that title V of the bill
would still be open for amendment
until the Committee rises. The Chair
could not restrict Members from hav-
ing the authority to offer those amend-
ments.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I am
not asking if Members will be re-
stricted in offering amendments. I am
simply asking when we can expect the
next block of votes.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair was sim-
ply trying to state that following the
amendments that would be offered
now, they will be taken in order, the
three the gentleman from New York
[Mr. SCHUMER] mentioned plus others
that may be offered on which votes are
called.

Mr. SCHUMER. Just extending my
inquiry, Mr. Chairman, does that
mean, if, say, there is a vote on the
amendment being offered by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN]
which will be debated very soon, will
we vote on that immediately after the
debate on that amendment, or will that
be pushed to the back like these
amendments, the Durbin-Wilson-Din-
gell and Ensign amendments?

The CHAIRMAN. If requested, a roll-
call vote on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DORNAN] would come at the end of the
three which have already been post-
poned, and the further amendments
would then come in order as well.

Mr. SCHUMER. So in other words,
Mr. Chairman, it would be fair to say
that we are going to roll all votes until
we finish debating all the amendments?

The CHAIRMAN. It would be fair to
state that that is correct.

The Chair would make this excep-
tion:

If after the series of votes taken on
all amendments on which votes have
been requested, if there were amend-
ments which were in order that were
offered, then the Chair would obviously
recognize those.

So the Chair is only stating there
could possibly be amendments offered
after the votes.

Mr. SCHUMER. Understood, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
[Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, this is
a cost-saving measure that would be on
page 88 at the very end of the bill. It
would simply say that in creating a
new section 509 that none of the funds
under this act shall be used for the
Senior Environmental Employment
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Program. This is a program that is not
offered, that will be removed in the au-
thorization process. Again, we have the
appropriating process without author-
ization. It is $55 million, and, when I
became aware of it, it was breath-
taking to see that six groups of senior
citizens, and only six, selected in a
very partisan way. It is a disguised
form of patronage, that six senior citi-
zen groups, and only six, would get
grants, dozens of grants, totaling up to
over $54 million, to be hired with tax-
payers’ money as so-called volunteers,
all at the call of the Environmental
Protection Agency to put them wher-
ever they want and to spend these
grants in any way they want without
any oversight.

So I think it is time, in a reduction
of taxpayers’ spending in our Govern-
ment, that we take out these $55 mil-
lion of funds now by just merely deny-
ing that any of these funds shall be
spent under the act to fund the Senior
Environmental Employment Program.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, my colleagues, I rise in opposi-
tion to this amendment, but I do so
with some serious reservations.

As the Members know, as we re-
viewed this bill, because it was a brand
new ball game in which money was
flowing through to several accounts
following this recent election year.
There were areas of the bill that justi-
fied consideration for adjustment, or
perhaps even termination. Because of
that we sought out those people who
were working on the policy side of the
House, the authorizing committees,
working very closely to try to deter-
mine which programs might very well
be reduced, changed, or otherwise.

b 1915

Mr. Chairman, this was a program
that I personally looked at rather
closely. We did not come to an agree-
ment with the authorizing committee
regarding this amount. Because of
that, I am only resisting my col-
league’s position because it does not
have the approval of the authorizing
committee, and therefore probably
should not be a part of this bill. That is
the basis of my resistance.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, if the
authorizing committee, and it would
start with the subcommittee, chaired
by our colleague, the gentleman from
California [Mr. ROHRABACHER], termi-
nated this Senior Environmental Em-
ployment Program, would the gen-
tleman support that, as a Member, at
the authorizing level?

Mr. LEWIS of California. I would
want to evaluate it at a lot more depth
than I have before. I certainly would be
inclined in that direction. If the gen-
tleman would decide to withdraw his
amendment, I would be happy to work
with him.

Mr. DORNAN. If the gentleman
would further yield, Mr. Chairman, he
has done such an outstanding job man-
aging this bill, and has put so much ef-
fort into it and burned the midnight oil
so much, that I will gladly accept that
offer to work together on this, and
withdraw the amendment.

Mr. LEWIS of California. I would
very much appreciate my colleague’s
cooperation in that connection, Mr.
Chairman. It would certainly help the
House.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, the Senior En-
vironmental Employment [SEE] Program at the
EPA is the most egregious example of what’s
wrong with how things work in Washington.
The SEE Program is little more than a relic of
the Tammany Hall era.

Every year six and only six liberal special in-
terest groups catering to senior citizens pay
salaries to hundreds of their members to work
at EPA facilities all over the country. The em-
ployee’s salary, fringe benefits, travel ex-
penses, registration fees, and medical mon-
itoring are all covered by the liberal special in-
terest group. The groups provide the jobs and
their members are grateful.

The only problem with this cozy scenario is
that none of the money used by the special in-
terest groups to pay their members is their
own money. All the money used in the SEE
Program comes from taxpayers.

This means that lobbying groups such as
AARP and the National Council of Senior Citi-
zens [NCSC] receive millions of tax dollars
each year to give patronage jobs to their
members. And on top of it all, these groups
get to keep up to 45 percent of these tax dol-
lars for administrative and related costs.

In 1994 alone, the AARP received nearly
$25 million from taxpayers to hire their mem-

bership for positions at EPA facilities all
around the Nation. Of this $25 million AARP
kept $10 million for itself. NCSC kept $3 mil-
lion out of $9 million for its operations.

This is a patronage jobs program and noth-
ing less.

The Dornan amendment to H.R. 2099, the
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies appro-
priations bill would strike $55 million for the
express purpose of defunding the SEE Pro-
gram at EPA.

Mr. Chairman, just a moment to explain how
the program works. The EPA awards coopera-
tive agreements to the six and only six, spe-
cial interest groups throughout the United
States to recruit older workers for temporary
and part-time positions. The older Ameri-
cans—55 years or older—who are selected to
join the program are called SEE enrollees and
they receive compensation from the grantee
organization. They are not Federal employees.
The grantee organization works with the re-
questing EPA office to develop appropriate
part-time or temporary assignments as support
staff in designated EPA offices. The grantee
recipient of our taxpayers money is respon-
sible for recruiting, screening and compensat-
ing the SEE enrollees. Once enrollees are
placed, an EPA employee monitors their ac-
tivities.

The only requirements for participation in
the program are that the applicant be at least
55 years of age and the applicant must oper-
ate through one of the six grantee organiza-
tions. SEE enrollees receive hourly compensa-
tion and are entitled to the fringe benefits of-
fered by the grantee organization.

By law, only certain private, nonprofit orga-
nizations designated by the Secretary of Labor
under title V of the Older Americans Act of
1965 are eligible. These eligible grantees are
limited to just six: First, American Association
of Retired Persons [AARP] Senator SIMPSON
to the rescue, please; second, National Coun-
cil of Senior Citizens [NCSC]; third, National
Council on Aging [NCA]; fourth, National Cau-
cus and Center on Black Aged [NCCBA]; fifth,
National Association for Hispanic Elderly
[NAHE]; and sixth, National Pacific/Asian Re-
source Center on Aging [NPARCA].

No other seniors organizations are eligible
as grantees. All older Americans wanting to
participate in the SEE Program must work
through one of these six grantees. Listen as I
read the numbers of grants awarded along
with the tax dollars given just in 1994 to these
special interests.

Group AARP NCSC NCA NCCBA NAHE NPARCA

No. of grants ..................................................................................................................................................................................................... 128 53 11 66 23 26
Total dollars ...................................................................................................................................................................................................... 24,882,366 9,035,147 1,030,506 7,380,675 4,688,178 3,544,841

The SEE Program issued 307 grants total-
ing over $50 million in 1994. SEE grants to
AARP and NCSC amounted to 67 percent of
all SEE grants issued comprising 59 percent
of all SEE funding. AARP and NCSC are the
only two grantees with registered House lob-
byists, 52 and 9 respectively.

Mr. Chairman, grantees are allowed to keep
a certain percentage of SEE funds allocated
for related costs of providing employment for
each enrollee. These add-ons include: fringe
benefits, travel, training and registration fees,
medical monitoring, and administrative costs.

Each grantee is allowed up to 15 percent for
administrative costs.

What this means, Mr. Chairman, is that on
top of the 15 percent for administrative costs
that each of these six grantees can charge
taxpayers, they also are able to charge tax-
payers for all sorts of benefits for their enroll-
ees.

As a result, AARP skims 40 percent off of
each grant. NCSC takes 33 percent. NCA
grabs 30 percent. NCCBA snatches 17 off the
top. NAHE squeezes 35 percent from tax-
payers. And NPARCA siphons off a monu-
mental 45 percent.

In 1994, those indirect costs amounted to
$10 million for AARP, $3 million for NCSC,
$300,000 for NCA, $2 million for NCCBA, $1.6
million for NAHE, and another $1.6 million for
NPARCA.

Mr. Chairman, if we want to come up with
a workfare jobs program for seniors, certainly
we could do a much better job than the SEE
Program at EPA. Older Americans involved in
the SEE Program would actually be much bet-
ter off if the Federal Government just gave
them the money directly rather than funneling
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the money through six Great Society lobby
groups.

Why not take the $50 million paid to the
SEE Program in 1994 and just disperse it out
evenly to all American seniors, rather than
route the money through select liberal special-
interest groups to a few select patrons? The
AARP and the National Council of Senior Citi-
zens alone skimmed $13 million off the top of
the $50 million issued by the program in 1994.
Thirty-seven percent of all the SEE money in
1994 went to cover the overhead of just six
special interest lobbies who hold an iron grip
monopoly on the program.

Why aren’t my few opponents to this
amendment looking for private sector ways to
meet the legitimate needs of senior citizens?
The United Seniors Association and 60Plus
are two seniors groups which support my
amendment. But, or course, they don’t have
any vested interest in the success of the SEE
Program. It is not coincidental that the only
voices you’ll hear in opposition to my amend-
ment are voices protecting wallets being lined
with tax dollars from this program.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to put
an end to patronage jobs at EPA, and vote
‘‘yes’’ on the Dornan amendment.

My amendment has the full support of: Unit-
ed Seniors Association; the 60Plus Associa-
tion; Citizens Against Government Waste; the
National Tax Limitation Committee; Americans
for Tax Reform; National Legal and Policy
Center; the National Right to Work Committee;
and the American Conservative Union.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.
AMENDMENT NO. 70 OFFERED BY MR. WELDON OF

FLORIDA

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WELDON of
Florida: At the end of the bill, add the fol-
lowing new title:

TITLE VI—ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

CONSTRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For construction of a medical facility in
Brevard County, Florida, to be derived by
transfer from the amount provided in title
III of this Act under the heading ‘‘Federal
Emergency Management Agency—Disaster
Relief’’, $154,700,000.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the
amendment.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that I
be given 6 minutes to explain my
amendment, 3 minutes of which I will
yield to the gentlewoman from Florida
[Ms. BROWN].

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Florida [Mr. WELDON] will be rec-

ognized for 3 minutes, and the gentle-
woman from Florida [Ms. BROWN], will
be recognized for 3 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. WELDON].

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today, with my colleague from Florida,
to urge you to join me in providing a
hospital for east-central Florida’s vet-
erans. This project has been on the
books at the VA for over a decade.

My amendment transfers $154.7 mil-
lion from the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Administration [FEMA] to
the Veterans’ Administration’s major
construction account.

As a veteran and a doctor who has
served many of these veterans, I under-
stand their need firsthand.

While the veteran population in most
of the country has declined, Florida
has seen a 25-percent increase over the
last 10 years. Yet, the availability of
veterans medical facilities has not
kept pace with the influx.

This will restore funding for the east-
central Florida hospital at the Presi-
dent’s 1996 budget request. This fund-
ing will complete a project that re-
ceived $17.2 million in design money
last year.

There is money available in FEMA’s
budget. In addition to the $235 million
appropriated for FEMA disaster assist-
ance in the bill before us, the Commit-
tee report states that:

There is a significant unobligated balance
of disaster relief funds made available in
prior years as well as a fiscal year 1995 sup-
plemental appropriation of $6.55 billion for
past and anticipated disaster relief.

Today 100 veterans will move from
New York, Wisconsin, Michigan, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Illinois, New Jersey, and
other States to Florida. Tomorrow an-
other 100 will come.

The influx of veterans hasn’t stopped,
but the VA’s ability to provide these
veterans with medical care has. Flor-
ida’s medical facilities also serve thou-
sands of veterans who come to Florida
for the winter. To my colleagues, I
would say that many of these veterans
are your constituents and this hospital
will serve their needs.

Florida ranks 2d in the Nation in vet-
erans population, but 46th in medical
care expenditure by the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration.

Florida has virtually no long-term
psychiatric beds and the fewest total
psychiatric beds per 1,000 veterans. The
proposed veterans hospital is designed
to serve this need. Veterans in my dis-
trict needing long-term psychiatric
care must go to northern Georgia some
500 miles away.

This amendment is about fairness.
It’s about guaranteeing our Nation’s
veterans, who happen to live in Flor-
ida, access to the same type of medical
care that is available to veterans in
other parts of the Nation.

Please vote for this amendment and
help us serve all of our Nation’s veter-
ans.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today on behalf of veterans

throughout this Nation and especially
in Florida. The Weldon-Brown amend-
ment will restore $154,700,000 for a VA
Medical Center in Brevard County, FL.
This authorized project, included in
President Clinton’s budget for fiscal
year 1996, has been planned for over 10
years.

Right now we have a disaster in Flor-
ida because Congress has not lived up
to its commitment to veterans. The
funds for this project will come from
the Federal Emergency Agency Disas-
ter Relief which has more than $7 bil-
lion and currently has $700,000 in dis-
cretionary funds.

Perhaps it was an oversight that the
House Appropriations subcommittee
decided to cut this funding. The 470 bed
VA hospital will provide 240 acute care
beds and 230 beds for Florida’s men-
tally ill veterans.

Here are some of the shocking facts
about Florida veterans:

First, one in every two veterans who
moved last year, moved to Florida.

Second, Florida ranks second in the
Nation in veterans population, but 46th
in medical care funding by the VA.

Third, Florida has more than twice
the national average of veterans per
hospital.

Fourth, Florida VA facilities do not
have long term beds for the mentally
ill.

The Brevard VA Medical Center will
greatly assist in caring for veterans,
especially mentally ill veterans—many
of whom are fragile and aging World
War II and Korean conflict veterans.
These, and all, veterans should expect
and receive good care. If we cannot pro-
tect veterans in their time of need, how
can we ask them to stand in harms way
to protect us?

We all know that American men and
women—in the prime of their lives—
willingly go to remote parts of the
world to defend this country. Some-
times they do not return. Sometimes
they return wounded. Sometimes they
return with wounds that do not surface
until years later. War is never without
human cost.

There can be no backing down on this
matter. A vote to keep this veterans’
project is a vote to keep a promise to
our veterans. This project is critically
necessary to Florida veterans. We must
fund this project. We owe this to our
veterans.

I have in my hand a copy of a letter
from the Secretary of Veterans Affairs,
Mr. Jesse Brown, to Chairman JERRY
LEWIS. The letter is dated May 10, 1995.
A part of the letter reads:

The need for additional VA hospital beds in
Florida has been documented since Decem-
ber 1982, when VA completed the congres-
sionally mandated ‘‘Thirty-Year Study of
the Needs of Veterans in Florida.’’ This and
subsequent analyses support the need for the
Brevard facility and identify a significant
population of veterans with inadequate ac-
cess to care. The nearest inpatient facilities
are approximately 120 miles from the
Brevard County population center. The
Brevard hospital will provide primary and
secondary medical and surgical services and
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help fill a great need as a statewide referral
center for chronically mentally ill veterans.
The administration included in our fiscal
year 1966 budget $154.7 million, which rep-
resents full funding to complete construction
of the Brevard County VA Medical Center,
because of the unique need for a new hospital
in this area and our desire to avoid the need
for repeated, partial requests in the future.
We have been moving forward with the ad-
vance planning for the project I believe we
have demonstrated the value and need for
this project. It is the right thing to do, and
it is particularly appropriate that this
project be allowed to move forward at a time
when a grateful Nation is commemorating
the 50th Anniversary of the end of World War
II.

I have a letter from Major General
Earl Peck, Executive Director, Depart-
ment of Florida Veterans’ Affairs,
dated July 27, 1995, which reads in part:
‘‘The veterans of Florida deeply appre-
ciate the extraordinary efforts you and
DAVE WELDON are making to save the
Brevard VA Medical Center. It would
be patently unfair for the Congress to
terminate all VA construction and,
thus, freeze Florida veterans in a per-
manently disadvantaged status.’’

Mr. Chairman, I submit for the
RECORD the letter from the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs, as well as the let-
ter from General Earl Peck, Executive
Director, Department of Florida Veter-
ans Affairs, dated July 27, 1995, and the
Department of Veterans Affairs fiscal
year 1995 budget submission, ‘‘Con-
struction Appropriations and Author-
ization,’’ pages 2–6, 2–7, 2–8, 2–9, the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs fiscal
year 1996 Budget Submission, ‘‘Con-
struction Appropriation and Authoriza-
tion’’, page 2–11, 2–12, 2–13, and the Pub-
lic Law referred to previously.

The material referred to is as follows:
THE SECRETARY OF VETERANS AFFAIRS,

Washington, May 10, 1995.
Hon. JERRY LEWIS,
Chairman, Subcommittee on VA, HUD, and

Independent Agencies, Committee on Appro-
priations, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN LEWIS: I am following up
on my March 13, 1995, letter requesting ap-
proval of our proposal to reprogram $10 mil-
lion from the Major Construction Working
Reserve to the Advance Planning Fund. Of
the $10 million proposed for reprogramming,
a total of $5.5 million is needed to continue
with our planning for the new Medical Cen-
ter in Brevard County, Florida. I have not
yet received an answer from you approving
our proposal. Rather, we have been advised
by Subcommittee staff that the
reprogramming is not being approved for the
Brevard project. As a result, as of May 1, the
funding source for the Design Development
of the Brevard County VAMC was exhausted,
and we were forced to shut down this effort.
We strongly urge your approval of the
reprogramming so that further delay and
disruption can be avoided on this extremely
important project.

The need for additional VA hospital beds in
Florida has been documented since Decem-
ber 1982, when VA completed the Congres-
sionally mandated ‘‘Thirty-Year Study of
the Needs of Veterans in Florida’’ (Public
Law 97–101). This and subsequent analyses
support the need for the Brevard facility and
identify a significant population of veterans
with inadequate access to care. The ratio of
VA hospital beds to veterans is only 1.4/1000

for Florida, while it is 2.02/1000 nationally.
When the Brevard VAMC is completed the
ratio for Florida will still be only 1.69/1000.
The nearest inpatient facilities to Brevard
are Tampa and West Palm Beach, both ap-
proximately 120 miles from the Brevard
County population center. The nearest out-
patient facility is in Orlando, approximately
50 miles distant.

The Brevard hospital will provide primary
and secondary medical and surgical services
and help fill a great need as a statewide re-
ferral center for chronically mentally ill vet-
erans. Florida VA hospitals have a much
smaller percentage of psychiatry beds than
VA hospitals nationwide and no psychiatry
beds for the chronically mentally ill. Private
providers and insurance coverage simply do
not offer the range of treatment and services
necessary for veterans with chronic psy-
chiatric disorders. Even if these services
were available from the private sector, reim-
bursement costs would be significantly high-
er than care through a VA facility. In 1989,
the average cost of veteran admissions to
non-VA hospitals in East Central Florida
was 35.6 percent higher than care in VA hos-
pitals. A similar study in Palm Beach Coun-
ty, using 1990 data, showed private sector
costs were 35 percent to 113 percent higher
than similar care in VA hospitals. Hos-
pitalization in a VA medical center is cost-
effective treatment.

Plans for Brevard include a 120-bed nursing
home on the grounds. Florida has the high-
est percentage of veterans 65 years and older
in the nation. They currently represent 30
percent of the state’s veteran population and
the numbers are increasing. Based upon the
1990 census, approximately 1,100 VA-operated
nursing home care beds will be needed in
Florida by FY 2005. VA currently operates
840.

In keeping with the fundamental changes
which are taking place in modern health
care, VA is moving vigorously toward out-
patient treatment in lieu of hospitalization
wherever medicine allows it. We are working
to expand the number of cost-effective ambu-
latory care centers which provide primary
and urgent care to veterans. However, both
ambulatory care centers and nursing homes
must be supported by modern inpatient serv-
ices or they fail to offer the continuum of
care necessary for the effective care of our
veterans.

The Administration included in our FY
1996 budget $154.7 million, which represents
full funding to complete construction of the
Brevard County VAMC, because of the
unique need for a new hospital in this area
and our desire to avoid the need for repeated,
partial requests in the future. We have been
moving forward with the advance planning
for the project; and, at this time, our archi-
tects have developed and evaluated several
schemes for the new medical center. We have
selected the architectural proposal which
will best meet the needs of our veterans, in
the most cost-effective manner. The land, as
you may know, has already been donated to
the Federal Government, thus further reduc-
ing the cost of the project.

In FY 1995, the Congress provided $17.2 mil-
lion for preparation of Construction Docu-
ments; but, before they can be started, we
must finish the earlier design stages which
are paid for from the Advance Planning
Fund. VA has already obligated about $1.945
million out of the Advance Planning Fund
for Schematic Design and site surveys. We
now need to move into Design Development,
and the reprogramming is necessary in order
to fund this part of the work. Any further
delay in the reprogramming will threaten
the continuity of planning and design and
thereby may compromise the quality of the
product produced by the architectural office,

since they will soon be forced to disband the
design team to other projects. It will also
delay the schedule, forcing our veterans to
wait longer for accessible medical care, and
will increase the project cost through infla-
tion.

I believe we have demonstrated the value
and need for this project. Therefore, I urge
you to act promptly to authorize us to con-
tinue our mission to our Nation’s veterans
by addressing recognized needs of Florida’s
veterans. It is the right thing to do, and it is
particularly appropriate that this project be
allowed to move forward at a time when a
grateful Nation is commemorating the 50th
Anniversary of the end of World War II.

Sincerely,
JESSE BROWN.

STATE OF FLORIDA, DEPARTMENT OF
VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, OFFICE OF
THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

St. Petersburg, FL, July 27, 1995.
Hon. CORRINE BROWN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN BROWN: The veter-
ans of Florida deeply appreciate the extraor-
dinary efforts you and Dave Weldon are mak-
ing to save the Brevard VAMC. It would be
patently unfair for the Congress to termi-
nate all VA construction and, thus, freeze
Florida veterans in a permanently disadvan-
taged status. Until we enjoy something ap-
proaching equitable access to VA health
care, selected construction projects and re-
source reallocation must be fostered.

Thank you for the proposed amendment to
HR2099 and your continuing support for Flor-
ida veterans.

Sincerely,
E.G. PECK, MGen USAF (Ret),

Executive Director.
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS FISCAL

YEAR 1996 BUDGET SUBMISSION

BREVARD COUNTY, FL, NEW MEDICAL CENTER
AND NURSING HOME

Proposal is to construct a new medical
center with ambulatory care facilities and a
nursing home.

I. Budget authority.—
Total estimated cost ......... $171,900,000
Available through 1995 ...... 17,200,000
1996 request ........................ 154,700,000
1997 or future .....................

II. Priority score.—9.08.
III. Description of Project.—A new 470-bed

medical center and 120-bed nursing home
care unit will be constructed. The new hos-
pital will provide 135 internal medicine, 60
intermediate care, 45 surgical and 230 psy-
chiatric beds and an ambulatory care clinic
to serve the veteran population in this newly
defined distributed population planning base
(DPPB) area. All associated site work, in-
cluding surface parking spaces, is included in
this project. An environmental impact state-
ment has been accomplished in compliance
with the National Environment Policy Act.

IV. Priorities/deficiencies addressed.—Pro-
vision of comprehensive primary care serv-
ices will ensure equity of access to America’s
veterans irrespective of residence. The East
Central Florida area has been identified for
over ten years as a critically underserved
area with a growing population of retired,
limited income veterans. The project will
provide capacity for comprehensive basic
services. Service delivery will be organized
around the managed care concept with pri-
mary and preventive care as a foundation.

V. Alternatives to construction consid-
ered.—In 1988, VA sent letters to hospitals
located in the counties where construction of
this new medical center was being consid-
ered. The purpose was to investigate poten-
tial opportunities to acquire by lease or pur-
chase existing hospitals as an alternative to
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VA construction. No favorable responses
were received.

VI. Mission/background.—The proposed
new medical center in Brevard County, Flor-
ida will be part of the Florida/Puerto Rico
network. This network currently consists of
five existing medical centers in Florida and
one medical center in San Juan. Studies con-
ducted in the early 1980’s and revalidated in
1992, showed that, by the year 2005, VA will
need approximately 1,000 additional hospital
beds in the State of Florida to meet the vet-
eran demand. The new 400-bed medical center
in Palm Beach addresses a portion of the
need for additional beds. The studies showed
that a medical center in the East Central
Florida area would serve a significant num-
ber of veterans that currently have no rea-
sonable access to veterans health services. In
March 1993, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs
announced plans to construct new medical
facilities to serve an expanding veteran pop-
ulation. Consideration was given to patient
utilization and demographics, accessibility
to other VA medical centers and projected
patient lengths of stay. As a result, a site in
Brevard County, near Rockledge, was chosen
for construction of a VA medical center.

The new medical center will consist of 470
hospital beds and provide primary and sec-
ondary general medical and surgical care
and acute psychiatric care. The medical cen-
ter will have full ambulatory care capabil-
ity. In addition, a 120-bed nursing home care
unit will be constructed to address the criti-
cal need for nursing home care beds in the
State of Florida.

VII. Affiliations sharing agreements.—This
facility will not be affiliated with any medi-
cal schools.

VIII. Demographic data.—

Current Projected
(2005)

Authorized beds:
Hospital .................................... 0 470
Nursing home care .................. 0 120

Outpatient visits ........................................ 0 126,000

Veteran Population Projections

1992 ............................................... 282,620
2000 ............................................... 275,258
2005 ............................................... 257,952

IX. Schedule.—
Complete design develop-

ment ............................... Feb 1996
Complete construction ...... Dec 1999

X. Project cost summary.—
New construction 792,524

gross square feet @
$127.94 ............................. $101,397,000

Alterations ........................ N/A

Subtotal ......................... 101,397,000

Other costs:
Site work, utilities, dem-

olition and surface
parking ........................ 13,057,000

Allowance for specialized
equipment ................... 507,000

120-bed nursing home
care unit (57,886 gsf) .... 7,293,000

Energy plant (22,945 gsf @
$482.47/gsf) .................... 11,625,000

Total other costs ............... 32,482,000

Total estimated base
construction cost ..... 133,879,000

Construction contingency
(5 percent) ...................... 6,694,000

Technical services (10 per-
cent) ............................... 14,057,000

Construction management
firm costs ....................... 4,113,000

Utilities agreements .......... 2,200,000

Total estimated base
cost .............................. 160,943,000

Inflation allowance to con-
struction contract award 10,957,000

Total estimated project
cost .............................. 171,900,000

XI. Annual operating staff and equipment
costs.—

Project activa-
tion costs

Present facil-
ity operating

costs

Equipment costs ........................................ $30,000,000 (1)
One time non-recurring cost ..................... 14,928,000 (1)
Recurring costs:

Additional manpower FTE: 1,329 ..... 73,760,000 (1)
Other recurring ................................. 14,928,000 (1)
Total recurring .................................. 88,688,000 (1)

1 Not applicable.

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS FISCAL
YEAR 1995 BUDGET SUBMISSION

BREVARD COUNTY, FL—NEW MEDICAL CENTER
AND NURSING HOME

Proposal is to construct a new medical
center with ambulatory care facilities and a
nursing home as a joint venture with Pat-
rick Air Force Base Medical Command.

I. Budget authority.—
Total estimated cost ......... $171,900,000
Available through 1994 ......
1995 request ........................ 1 17,200,000
1996 or future ..................... 154,700,000

1 Funds requested in 1995 are for design only.
II. Priority score.—12.95.
III. Description of project.—A new 470-bed

medical center and 120-bed nursing home
care unit will be constructed. The new hos-
pital will provide 135 internal medicine, 60
intermediate care, 45 surgical and 230 psy-
chiatric beds and an ambulatory care clinic
to serve the veteran population in this newly
defined distributed population planning base
(DPPB) area. All associated site work, in-
cluding approximately 1,300 surface parking
spaces, is included in this project. An envi-
ronmental impact statement has been ac-
complished in compliance with the National
Environment Policy Act.

IV. Priorities/deficiencies addressed.—Only
availability of comprehensive primary care
services will ensure equity of access to
America’s veterans irresponsible of resi-
dence. The East Central Florida area has
been identified for over ten years as a criti-
cally underserved area with a growing popu-
lation of retired, limited income veterans.
An opportunity has been identified through a
joint venture with Patrick Air Force Base to
correct equity of access issues in a cost-ef-
fective manner. The project will provide ca-
pacity for comprehensive basic services.
Service delivery will be organized around the
managed care concept with primary and pre-
ventive care as a foundation.

V. Alternatives to construction consid-
ered.—In 1988 VA sent letters to hospitals lo-
cated in the counties where construction of
this new medical center was being consid-
ered. The purpose was to investigate poten-
tial opportunities to acquire by lease or pur-
chase existing hospitals as an alternative to
VA construction. No favorable responses
were received. Land has been donated for
this project near Patrick Air Force Base,
which provided an ideal opportunity for cost-
effective sharing arrangements with Patrick
Air Force Base and joint venture construc-
tion.

VI. Mission/background.—The proposed
new medical center in Brevard County, Flor-
ida will be part of the Florida/Puerto Rico
network. This network currently consists of
five existing medical centers in Florida and
one medical center in San Juan. Studies con-

ducted in the early 1980’s and revalidated in
1992, showed that, by the year 2005, VA will
meet approximately 1,000 additional hospital
beds in the State of Florida to meet the vet-
eran demand. A new 400-bed medical center
currently under construction in Palm Beach
addresses a portion of the need for additional
beds. The studies showed that a medical cen-
ter in the East Central Florida area would
serve a significant number of veterans that
currently have no reasonable access to veter-
ans health services. In March 1993, the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs announced plans
to construct new medical facilities to serve
an expanding veteran population. Consider-
ation was given to patient utilization and de-
mographics, accessibility to other VA medi-
cal centers and projected patient lengths of
stay. As a result, a site in Brevard County,
near Rockledge, was chosen for construction
of a VA medical center. Patrick Air Force
Base is located approximately seven miles to
the southeast, so that this site is conducive
to a VA/Air Force joint venture.

The new medical center will consist of 470
hospital beds and provide primary and sec-
ondary general medical and surgical care
and acute psychiatric care. The medical cen-
ter will have full ambulatory care capabil-
ity. In addition, a 120-bed nursing home care
unit will be constructed to address the criti-
cal need for nursing home care beds in the
State of Florida.

VII. Affiliations/sharing agreements.—This
facility will not be affiliated with any medi-
cal schools. Discussions to share services are
part of the project development efforts in
progress with the Air Force.

VIII. Demographic data.—

Current Projected
(2005)

Authorized beds:
Hospital ..................................................... 0 470
Nursing home care ................................... 0 120

Outpatient visits ................................................ 0 126,000

Veteran Population Projections

1992 ............................................... 282,620
2000 ............................................... 275,258
2005 ............................................... 257,952

IX. Schedule.—
Complete schematics/de-

sign development ............ July 1995
Complete construction ...... Sept. 1999

X. Project cost summary.—

Phase I (Nursing Home, energy plant, founda-
tion, substructure, and superstructure for
main building)

New construction (NHC)
49,600 gross square feet @
$135.00 ............................. $6,696,000

Alterations ........................ N/A

Subtotal ......................... 6,696,000

Other costs:
Site work, utilities, dem-

olition and surface
parking ........................ 4,172,000

Energy plant (21,400 gsf) . 10,431,000
Main building (founda-

tion, substructure, su-
perstructure) ............... 20,547,000

Pre-design development
allowance (10 percent) . 4,184,000

Total other costs ......... 39,334,000

Total estimated base
construction cost ..... 46,030,000

Construction contingency
(5 percent) ...................... 2,302,000

Technical services (10 per-
cent) ............................... 4,833,000
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Construction management

firm costs ....................... 1,367,000

Total estimated base
cost .............................. 54,532,000

Inflation allowance to con-
struction contract award 2,068,000

Total estimated project
cost .............................. 56,600,000
Phase II (Remainder of main building)

New construction (Hos-
pital) 716,800 gross square
feet @ $100.96 .................. 72,366,000

Alterations ........................ N/A

Subtotal ......................... 72,366,000

Other costs:
Site work, utilities, dem-

olition and surface
parking ........................ 10,029,000

Allowance for specialized
equipment ................... 464,000

Pre-design development
allowance (10 percent) . 8,286,000

Total other costs ......... 18,779,000

Total estimated base
construction cost ..... 91,145,000

Construction contingency
(5 percent) ...................... 4,557,000

Technical services (10 per-
cent) ............................... 9,570,000

Impact cost allowance ....... 1,600,000
Construction management

firm costs ....................... 2,752,000

Total estimated base
cost .............................. 109,624,000

Inflation allowance to con-
struction contract award 5,676,000

Total estimated project
cost .............................. 115,300,000

XI. Annual operating, staff and equipment
costs.—

Project acti-
vation costs

Present facil-
ity operating

costs

Equipment cost .............................................. $30,000,000 (1)
One time non-recurring cost ......................... 17,937,420 (1)
Recurring costs:

Staffing FTE: 1,329 ..................... 78,381,870 $0
Other recurring ............................ 17,584,390 0

Total recurring .................... 95,966,260 0

1 Not applicable.

This notification is made in accordance
with Public Law 102–389, Title V, Section 516.

LEASE NOTIFICATION—ALL LEASES OVER $300,000
[Dollars in Thousands]

Location Description Fully serviced
annual rent

Bay Pines (Fort Myers), FL .. Satellite Outpatient Clinic .. $1,036
Denver, CO .......................... Distribution Center/Expan-

sion (GSA).
1,426

Hilo, HI ................................ Residential Facility .............. 419
New York, NY ....................... Footwear Center .................. 662
Rochester, NY ...................... Outpatient Clinic/Relocation 667
San Diego, CA ..................... Outpatient Clinic/VBA Re-

gional Office.
3,750

Title 38, United States Code, Sections
8104(a)(2) (as amended by section 301(a), Pub-
lic Law 102–405) requires statutory authoriza-
tion for all major medical facility construc-
tion projects and major medical facility
leases exceeding $300,000 (including parking
facilities) prior to appropriation of funds. In
accordance with Title 38, United States
Code, Section 8104(h) prospectuses for the

construction projects are reflected on pages
2–11 through 2–26 and 2–31 through 2–34.
Prospectuses for the VA direct leases are re-
flected on pages 11–4 through 11–7. Authoriza-
tion for construction of the Replacement Bed
Building/Ambulatory Care Facility at Reno,
NV, the VA/AF Joint venture at Travis, CA,
the lease for the Residential Facility at Hilo,
HI, and the lease for the Outpatient Clinic
portion of the San Diego Collocation is not
required under the exemption noted on page
11 (Paragraph 2). The Ambulatory Care Addi-
tion at Boston, MA and the Outpatient Clin-
ic/Relocation lease at Rochester, NY were
authorized in a prior year. VA is not request-
ing authorization for leases acquired through
the General Services Administration (GSA).

FISCAL YEAR 1996 CONSTRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECT
LEASE AUTHORIZATION

[Dollars in thousands]

Location Description Authorization
Request

MAJOR CONSTRUCTION
Replacement and Mod-

ernization:
Brevard County, FL ..... New Medical Center/NHCU .. $154,700

Patient Environment:
Lebanon, PA ............... Renovate Nursing Units ...... 9,000
Marion, IL ................... Environmental Improve-

ments.
11,500

Marion, IN ................... Replace Psychiatric Beds .... 17,300
Perry Point, MD .......... Renovatre Psychiatic Wards 15,100
Salisbury, NC .............. Environmental Enhance-

ments.
17,200

Total-Major .......................... 224,800
Leases:

Bay Pines (Ft. Myers),
FL.

Satellite Outpatient Clinic .. 1,736

New York, NY .............. National Footwear Clinic ..... 1,054
Total Leases ........... .............................................. 2,790

AN ACT To amend title 38, United States
Code, to extend certain expiring veterans’
health care programs, and for other pur-
poses.
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Veterans Health Programs Extension
Act of 1994’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. References to title 38, United States

Code.
TITLE I—GENERAL MEDICAL

AUTHORITIES
Sec. 101. Sexual trauma counseling and serv-

ices.
Sec. 102. Research relating to women veter-

ans.
Sec. 103. Extension of expiring authorities.
Sec. 104. Facilities in Republic of the Phil-

ippines.
Sec. 105. Savings provision.

TITLE II—CONSTRUCTION
AUTHORIZATION

Sec. 201. Authorization of major medical fa-
cility projects and major medi-
cal facility leases.

Sec. 202. Authorization of appropriations.
SEC. 2. REFERENCES TO TITLE 38, UNITED

STATES CODE.
Except as otherwise expressly provided,

whenever in this Act an amendment or re-
peal is expressed in terms of an amendment
to, or repeal of, a section or other provision,
the reference shall be considered to be made
to a section or other provision of title 38,
United States Code.

TITLE I—GENERAL MEDICAL
AUTHORITIES

SEC. 101. SEXUAL TRAUMA COUNSELING AND
SERVICES.

(a) AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE TREATMENT
SERVICES FOR SEXUAL TRAUMA; REPEAL OF

LIMITATION ON TIME TO SEEK SERVICES.—Sub-
section (a) of section 1720D is amended—

(1) by striking out paragraph (2); and
(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-

lowing new paragraph (2):
‘‘(2) During the period referred to in para-

graph (1), the Secretary may provide appro-
priate care and services to a veteran

* * * * *
affect women or members of minority
groups, as the case may be, differently than
other persons who are subjects of the re-
search.’’.

(b) HEALTH RESEARCH.—(1) Such section is
further amended by adding after subsection
(c), as added by subsection (a), the following
new subsection:

‘‘(d)(1) The Secretary, in carrying out the
Secretary’s responsibilities under this sec-
tion, shall foster and encourage the initi-
ation and expansion of research relating to
the health of veterans who are women.

‘‘(2) In carrying out this subsection, the
Secretary shall consult with the following to
assist the Secretary in setting research pri-
orities:

‘‘(A) Officials of the Department assigned
responsibility for women’s health programs
and sexual trauma services.

‘‘(B) The members of the Advisory Com-
mittee on Women Veterans.

‘‘(C) Members of appropriate task forces
and working groups within the Department
(including the Women Veterans Working
Group and the Task Force on Treatment of
Women Who Suffer Sexual Abuse).’’.

(2) Section 109 of the Veterans Health Care
Act of 1992 (Public Law 102–585; 38 U.S.C. 7303
note) is repealed.

(c) POPULATION STUDY.—Section 110(a) of
the Veterans Health Care Act of 1992 (Public
Law 102–585; 106 Stat. 4948) is amended by
adding at the end of paragraph (3) the follow-
ing: ‘‘If it is feasible to do so within the
amounts available for the conduct of the
study, the Secretary shall ensure that the
sample referred to in paragraph (1) con-
stitutes a representative sampling (as deter-
mined by the Secretary) of the ages, the eth-
nic, social and economic backgrounds, the
enlisted and officer grades, and the branches
of service of all veterans who are women.’’.
SEC. 103. EXTENSION OF EXPIRING AUTHORI-

TIES.
(a) AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE PRIORITY

HEALTH CARE FOR VETERANS EXPOSED TO
TOXIC SUBSTANCES.—Chapter 17 is amended—

(1) in section 1710(e)(3)—
(A) by striking out ‘‘June 30, 1994’’ and in-

serting in lieu thereof ‘‘June 30, 1995’’; and
(B) by striking out ‘‘December 31, 1994’’ and

inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘December 31, 1995’’;
and

(2) in section 1712(a)(1)(D), by striking out
‘‘December 31, 1994’’ and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘December 31, 1995’’.

(b) DRUG AND ALCOHOL ABUSE AND DEPEND-
ENCE.—Section 1720A(e) is amended by strik-
ing out ‘‘December 31, 1994’’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘‘December 31, 1995’’.

(c) PILOT PROGRAM FOR NONINSTITUTIONAL
ALTERNATIVES TO NURSING HOME CARE.—(1)
Effective as of October 1, 1994, subsection (a)
of section 1720C is amended by striking out
‘‘During the four-year period beginning on
October 1, 1990,’’ and inserting in lieu thereof
‘‘During the period through September 30,
1995,’’.

(2) Such subsection is further amended by
striking out ‘‘care and who—’’ and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘‘care. The Secretary shall
give priority for participation in such pro-
gram to veterans who—’’.

(d) ENHANCED-USE LEASES OF REAL PROP-
ERTY.—Section 8169 is amended by striking
out ‘‘December 31, 1994’’ and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘December 31, 1995’’.
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(e) AUTHORITY FOR COMMUNITY-BASED RESI-

DENTIAL CARE FOR HOMELESS CHRONICALLY
MENTALLY ILL VETERANS AND OTHER VETER-
ANS.—Section 115(d) of the Veterans’ Benefits
and Services Act of 1988 (38 U.S.C. 1712 note)
is amended by striking out ‘‘September 30,
1994’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Septem-
ber 30, 1995’’.

(f) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM OF COM-
PENSATED WORK THERAPY.—Section 7(a) of
Public Law 102–54 (105 Stat. 269; 38 U.S.C. 1718
note) is amended by striking out ‘‘1994’’ and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘1995’’.

(g) REPORT DEADLINES.—Section 201(b) of
the Department of Veterans Affairs Nurse
Pay Act of 1990 (Public Law 101–366; 38 U.S.C.
1720C note) is amended by striking out ‘‘Feb-
ruary 1, 1994,’’ and inserting in lieu thereof
‘‘February 1, 1995,’’.
SEC. 104. FACILITIES IN REPUBLIC OF THE PHIL-

IPPINES.
Notwithstanding section 1724 of the title

38, United States Code, the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs may contract with facilities in
the Republic of the Philippines other than
the Veterans Memorial Medical Center to
furnish, during the period from February 28,
1994, through June 1, 1994, hospital care and
medical services to veterans for nonservice-
connected disabilities if such veterans are
unable to defray the expenses of necessary
hospital care. When the Secretary deter-
mines it to be most feasible, the Secretary
may provide medical services under the pre-
ceding sentence to such veterans at the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs Outpatient
Clinic at Manila, Republic of the Philippines.
SEC. 105. RATIFICATION OF ACTIONS DURING PE-

RIOD OF LAPSED AUTHORITY.
Any action of the Secretary of Veterans

Affairs under section 1710(e) of title 38, Unit-
ed States Code, during the period beginning
on July 1, 1994, and ending on the date of the
enactment of this Act is hereby ratified.

TITLE II—CONSTRUCTION
AUTHORIZATION

SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION OF MAJOR MEDICAL
FACILITY PROJECTS AND MAJOR
MEDICAL FACILITY LEASES.

(a) PROJECTS AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary
of Veterans Affairs may carry out the major
medical facility projects for the Department
of Veterans Affairs, and may carry out the
major medical facility leases for that De-
partment, for which funds are requested in
the budget of the President for fiscal year
1995. The authorization in the preceding sen-
tence applies to projects and leases which
have not been authorized, or for which funds
have not been appropriated, in any fiscal
year before fiscal year 1995 and to projects
and leases which have been authorized, or for
which funds were appropriated, in fiscal
years before fiscal year 1995.

* * * * *
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I move to

strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, I would like to com-

pliment both of my colleagues from
Florida on their tireless efforts to see
that the veterans of Florida, the many
thousands that are moving to Florida
each and every week, are properly
cared for. There is no question but
there is a crying need for these facili-
ties. I would, however, oppose this
amendment very strongly, and particu-
larly tonight, in that the funding
would come out of FEMA.

As we are seated in this Chamber to-
night, a hurricane is bearing down on
south Florida. That hurricane, we do
not know whether it will come in
somewhere in the Florida Keys, or

whether it will come in somewhere
south of Sebastian, but right now it is
predicted it is going to hit somewhere
in south Florida. This would make a
drastic need for FEMA and the funds
that it carries, and it also, I think,
really amplifies the need not to raid
FEMA.

Several amendments have been of-
fered under this bill that would raid
these funds that will be desperately
needed one day. Hopefully, south Flor-
ida will be spared tomorrow from the
rages of this hurricane, but, nonethe-
less, it should underline to us our de-
pendence in time of disaster upon
FEMA.

I would, therefore, reluctantly, but
very strongly, oppose this amendment.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHAW. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman is from Florida,
and he knows we already have a disas-
ter in Florida as far as the veterans
and our lack of health care facilities in
Florida. In the FEMA funds there is
over $7 billion and an additional $700
million in discretionary funds.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, If the gen-
tlewoman has completed her remarks, I
think it is just a question that the tim-
ing is entirely wrong. The funding for
FEMA is too important. I would urge a
‘‘no’’ vote.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS] insist on
his point of order?

Mr. LEWIS of California. Yes. I do,
Mr. Chairman.

I make a point of order against the
amendment because it proposes to
change existing law and constitutes
legislation in an appropriations bill,
and, therefore, violates clause 2 of rule
XI. The rule states no amendment to a
general appropriations bill shall be in
order if it is changing existing law. I
ask for a ruling of the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Florida wish to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Yes, Mr.
Chairman, I wish to be heard on the
point of order.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to be heard on the
point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will pro-
tect the gentlewoman’s right. The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. WELDON] is
recognized.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I believe that this project is an
authorized project. Section 201 of Pub-
lic Law 103–452, signed into law on No-
vember 2, 1994, states:

The Secretary of Veterans Affairs may
carry out the major medical facility projects
for the Department of Veterans Affairs, and
may carry out the major medical facility
leases for that Department, for which funds
are requested in the budget of the president
for fiscal year 1995.

In the President’s fiscal year 1995
congressional submission for VA con-

struction, major projects, pages 2–7
through 2–9, the budget requests $17.2
million for the design phase and $154.7
million for fiscal year 1996 and beyond
for the complete construction. The
budget submission goes on to describe
the proposed hospital.

It’s clear to this Member that section
201 of the public law specifically au-
thorizes all projects for which any
funds were requested in the President’s
fiscal year 1995 budget request. Under
this reading of the law, the committee,
through Public Law 103–452, clearly
provides an authorization for the full
hospital, not simply the first phase—
the design phase.

Section 201 clearly authorizes the
Secretary to carry out the major medi-
cal facility projects for which funds are
requested. The President’s fiscal year
1995 budget requests funds for the VA
hospital in Brevard.

Additionally, with regard to the
chairman’s statements that section 202
places a limitation on section 201. I
strongly disagree with his interpreta-
tion.

The limitation may apply to the
amounts that can be appropriated for
these accounts in fiscal year 1995, how-
ever, the limitation in no way restricts
the authorization of the project. This
limitation is clearly limited only to
the amount authorized in fiscal year
1995, not 1996 and beyond. The author-
ization for fiscal year 1996 and beyond
remains intact. Section 202 does not af-
fect this.

On this basis, I ask the chair to rule
against the point of order and allow for
consideration of the amendment.

b 1930
Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I also want to go on record as
saying this Brevard County project is
more in order than other back-door
projects that have been allowed by the
chairman and that are not authorized.
I submit these projects for the RECORD.
I know they are all worthwhile. How-
ever, they have not been authorized for
this year. I am submitting those 5
projects.

Further, I quote from the joint state-
ment of the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs which appears in the RECORD on
October 7, 1994, regarding Public Law
103–452 title II, construction authoriza-
tion: ‘‘The committee notes that some
major medical facility projects in the
VA fiscal year 1995 budget submission
were authorized or partially funded in
a prior year and therefore do not re-
quire authorization under section 8014
(a)(2) of title 38.’’

Mr. Chairman, it is a known fact that
the hospital at Brevard County was
partially funded in prior years. There-
fore, based upon these facts, there
should be no further need for author-
ization.

I also submit a letter from General
Earl Peck and a letter from Secretary
Jesse Brown to Chairman LEWIS stress-
ing the need for this project.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. COMBEST). The
Chair is prepared to rule.
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The gentleman from California

makes a point of order that the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Florida violates clause 2 of rule XXI by
providing an unauthorized appropria-
tion.

The amendment proposes to insert a
new paragraph at the end of the bill
that would reduce the amount provided
for Federal Emergency Management
Agency—Disaster Relief and provide
appropriations to the Department of
Veterans Affairs for the construction
of a medical facility in Brevard Coun-
ty, FL.

The gentleman from Florida has not
met his burden of proving that appro-
priations for fiscal year 1996 for the
medical facility in Brevard County are
authorized. Section 8104(a)(2) of title 38
precludes the appropriation of funds for
a major medical facility project unless
funds for that project have been spe-
cifically authorized by law. Section
201(a) of Public Law 103–452 authorizes
any major medical facility project sub-
mitted by the President for fiscal year
1995. As mentioned by the gentleman
from Florida, the Brevard County
project was submitted in the Presi-
dent’s 1995 budget request, as well as in
his 1996 budget request. However, the
authorization carried in section 201(a)
of Public Law 103–452 is constrained by
an accompanying limitation in section
202(b), which states that such projects
may ‘‘only be carried out using funds
appropriated for fiscal year 1995,’’ thus
limiting all authorizations for appro-
priations to fiscal year 1995 funds.

The Chair has not been provided with
any documentation indicating that the
medical facility in Brevard County is
exempt from section 202 of Public Law
103–452, which limits authorization of
appropriations for such project to fis-
cal year 1995.

The works-in-progress exception pro-
vided for in clause 2(a) of rule XXI may
not be invoked for this project because
the project is governed by a lapsed au-
thorization and because actual con-
struction has not yet begun.

Accordingly, the Chair sustains the
point of order.

Are there other amendments to title
V?

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment
at the desk that the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. KLECZKA] and I had
planned to offer.

Last week I asked the Committee on
Rules to craft the VA–HUD rule in a
manner that would give the Members
of this House the opportunity to vote
up or down on our proposal. Unfortu-
nately my request was denied. Because
Members will not be permitted to vote
on this issue, I would like to just take
a moment to explain why it was pro-
posed.

Last year thousands of workers in
my community got a major slap in the
face when their employer told them
their jobs would be moved to another
part of the country.

If that was not bad enough, these
loyal employees had salt rubbed in
their wounds a short time later when
they learned that their own Federal
tax dollars would be used to help move
their jobs elsewhere. Nearly a quarter
of a million dollars in Community De-
velopment Block Grant money would
be used to help the company they
worked for expand a plant and move
the jobs to another State.

Earlier this year, we learned that an-
other company would be relocating its
production facility to another State.
At that time, it was announced that
$500,000 in CDBG funds would be used as
part of the incentive package which
lured the company to move these jobs.

These actions are dead wrong. The
CDBG Program is designed to Foster
Community and Economic Develop-
ment, not to help move jobs around the
country. Although we cannot reverse
what has already happened, our amend-
ment would stop this from happening
again.

Our amendment would add an
antipiracy provision to the Community
Development Block Grant Program ad-
ministered by the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development. It would
prevent the use of Federal funds from
being used to move jobs from one part
of the country to another.

Congress and the executive branch
have recognized the importance of pre-
venting this type of economic reloca-
tion in the past. Similar antipiracy
provisions are currently in effect for
Economic Development Administra-
tion grants, Small Business Adminis-
tration programs, and grant programs
for dislocated workers.

And, as you may recall, our amend-
ment received solid bipartisan support
and passed the House as part of a bill
reauthorizing HUD programs last year.

More recently, the White House Con-
ference on Small Business
overwhelminingly passed a resolution
in June calling on Congress to ban the
direct or indirect use of Federal funds
of any kind that would lure existing
jobs and businesses from one area to
another. This issue is now one of 60 na-
tional issues endorsed by the Con-
ference.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the Members
of the House should have been given
the opportunity to vote on this impor-
tant initiative. If adopted, Wisconsin
taxpayers and other taxpayers across
our country would no longer be forced
to pick up the tab for transferring jobs
from their State.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLECZKA].

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, it is
too bad that the amendment before us
is not in order on this bill. Let me just
say a couple of words about the Com-
munity Development Block Grant Pro-
gram.

We are not here to decry the benefits
because in our State and many other
States it has worked so well. But it is
not and it has never been incepted to
be used as raiding jobs from one State

to another. Last year it happened in
Wisconsin on a couple of occasions.
Maybe if it happens to the State of
California and New York and some
other States, we will get more support
on the House floor to change this. I
would hope the chairman of the com-
mittee, not only the appropriation
committee but also the authorizing
committee, will look at this and deem
it to be an essential part of any reform
of the CDBG Program.

Again, it was never authorized and
never meant to be a means of raiding
jobs from one State to another. Maybe
when it happens to Members from
other States, you might be taking the
floor and helping us out getting this
amendment passed in a more appro-
priate way.

I thank my colleague from Wisconsin
for yielding.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, July
27, 1995 and today proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed in
the following order: Amendment No. 7
offered by the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DURBIN]; amendment No. 38 of-
fered by the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DINGELL]; and an unnumbered
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN].

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. DURBIN

The CHAIRMAN. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. DURBIN:
Page 59, line 3, insert before the period the
following:

‘‘: Provided further, That any limitation set
forth under this heading on the use of funds
shall not apply when it is made known to the
Federal official having authority to obligate
or expend such funds that the limitation
would restrict the ability of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to protect hu-
mans against exposure to arsenic, benzene,
dioxin, led, or any known carcinogen’’.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I would like
to take this opportunity to correct the numer-
ous factual errors committed by the gentleman
from Texas last Friday during last weeks de-
bate on the Durbin-Wilson amendment to H.R.
2099.

First, I would like to tell the distinguished
gentleman from Texas that the Continental
Cement plant he referred to is not located in
Hanover, MO. In fact, there is no Hanover,
MO. It is located in my hometown of Hannibal.
However, this error was only the first of many
in his statement about Continental Cement.

The gentleman from Texas stated the EPA
standard for arsenic emission is .4 parts per
million and in 1993 the actual emission of the
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plant was 97 parts per mission. He goes on to
state the EPA standard for lead is 400 parts
per million and the plant’s actual emission in
1993 was 2,700 parts per million. I would in-
vite the gentleman from Texas to share his
data with me on the 1993 test burn because
the EPA did not even conduct arsenic or lead
emissions tests at Continental Cement in
1993.

The test burn my colleague from Texas is
referring to occurred in May of 1992. This type
of EPA test required thousands of gallons of
waste material containing heavy metals to be
pumped into the kiln. This procedure is known
as ‘‘spiking the kiln’’ and under normal operat-
ing conditions the plant would never burn such
a concentration of heavy metals. During the
test the EPA allowed Continental to emit 241
parts per million of lead and 2,198 parts per
million of arsenic.

The kiln actually emitted 199.36 parts per
million of lead and 33.83 parts per million of
arsenic. Both arsenic and lead levels were
well within the guidelines established by the
EPA for the test burn and show that Continen-
tal Cement in Hannibal is not shirking its re-
sponsibility to the people or the environment.

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in oppo-
sition to this amendment and in support of the
committee’s provisions dealing with the com-
bustion strategy. Let me briefly outline three
reasons why.

First, the committee’s language reaffirms the
original congressional intent. When Congress
passed the 1990 Clean Air Act which directed
EPA to establish a combustion strategy and
maximum achievable control technology, we
did not intend for EPA to circumvent the legal
and procedural safeguards the law requires.
Currently, EPA is operating under an open
process which allows all parties to comment
on these proposed rules. This is ‘‘Big Brother’’
government at its worst.

Second, EPA has been zealous at best in
setting standards for hazardous waste com-
bustion that combine the authority of two dis-
similar laws, one dealing with clean air and
the other with recycling. The House Com-
merce Committee is slated to work on both
bills this Congress. The power to draft the ex-
ecutive branch’s enforcement options and pro-
cedures rests, constitutionally, with the Con-
gress, not with the EPA by default.

Finally, this Congress is, if nothing else,
skeptical of further regulation. The Wilson
amendment reinforces EPA’s ability to regu-
late, obfuscate, and eventually strangulate at
will. We should not allow EPA, through the
combustion strategy, to go above and beyond
its regulatory parameters. Congress must do
more than provide a Band-Aid fix to an agency
that requires major surgery.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

order of the House of Thursday, July
27, 1995, the Chair announces that he
will reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the period of time within which a vote
by electronic device will be taken on
each amendment on which the Chair
has postponed further proceedings.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 188, noes 228,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 602]

AYES—188

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Beilenson
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Blute
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Cardin
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Davis
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Durbin
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Foglietta
Forbes
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman

Gonzalez
Gordon
Gutierrez
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Horn
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klug
LaFalce
Lantos
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McInnis
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moran
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Porter
Poshard
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Spratt
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Zimmer

NOES—228

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert

Camp
Canady
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
de la Garza
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan

Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Fowler
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gillmor
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht

Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum

McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Radanovich
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Royce
Salmon
Scarborough

Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Thornton
Tiahrt
Traficant
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Young (FL)
Zeliff

NOT VOTING—18

Becerra
Dingell
Flake
Ford
Frank (MA)
Green

Hall (OH)
Hoke
Hoyer
Laughlin
Meyers
Moakley

Reynolds
Rush
Stark
Thurman
Tucker
Young (AK)

b 1957

Mr. EDWARDS changed his vote
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 38 OFFERED BY MR. DINGELL

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL]
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 155, noes 261,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 603]

YEAS—155

Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman

Bishop
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin

Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
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Coyne
de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Durbin
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Foglietta
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gonzalez
Gordon
Gutierrez
Hamilton
Harman
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Horn
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnston

Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
Meehan
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi

Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sisisky
Skaggs
Slaughter
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Thompson
Thornton
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velázquez
Vento
Visclosky
Ward
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Wyden
Wynn
Zimmer

NAYS—261

Abercrombie
Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane

Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)

Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martinez
Martini
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon

McNulty
Meek
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard

Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder

Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Woolsey
Young (FL)
Zeliff

NOT VOTING—18

Becerra
Edwards
Ewing
Flake
Ford
Green

Hall (OH)
Hoke
Meyers
Moakley
Reynolds
Rush

Stark
Thurman
Tucker
Weller
Yates
Young (AK)

b 2004

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ENSIGN

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN] on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute

vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were ayes 121, noes 296,
not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 604]

AYES—121

Ackerman
Allard
Bilbray
Bishop
Bonior
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TX)
Burr
Camp
Canady
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Collins (MI)

Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Crapo
Cremeans
Danner
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dickey
Dingell
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Ensign
Evans
Fattah
Fields (LA)
Filner
Foglietta
Fox

Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Gutierrez
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Holden
Hostettler
Hutchinson
Jacobs
Johnson (SD)

Jones
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kleczka
Latham
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Maloney
Manton
Martinez
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McNulty
Menendez
Mink
Molinari
Montgomery
Myers

Norwood
Obey
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (VA)
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Ramstad
Reed
Riggs
Rivers
Roemer
Sanders
Saxton
Skelton
Smith (MI)

Stenholm
Stupak
Tate
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Traficant
Velazquez
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Ward
Waters
Watts (OK)
Weller
Whitfield
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden

NOES—296

Abercrombie
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Cardin
Castle
Chapman
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Combest
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers

Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Eshoo
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy (MA)
Kennelly
Kim
King
Kingston
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach

Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Manzullo
Markey
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Metcalf
Mfume
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mollohan
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Nussle
Oberstar
Olver
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rangel
Regula
Richardson
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
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Sabo
Salmon
Sanford
Sawyer
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)

Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli

Towns
Upton
Vento
Visclosky
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
White
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wolf
Wynn
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—17

Becerra
Farr
Flake
Ford
Green
Hall (OH)

Hoke
Meyers
Moakley
Moorhead
Reynolds
Rush

Stark
Thurman
Tucker
Yates
Young (AK)

b 2011

Mr. FATTAH changed his vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I was un-
avoidably detained during rollcall No.
604. Had I been present, I would have
cast my vote in the affirmative.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I was
unavoidably detained from voting last
Friday, and had I been here, I would
have voted on rollcall 596 ‘‘yes,’’ roll-
call 597 ‘‘yes,’’ rollcall 598 ‘‘no,’’ roll-
call 599, ‘‘yes,’’ and rollcall 600 ‘‘no.’’

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, it is my understand-
ing that in a few minutes the House
will be asked to vote again on the
amendment I offered with the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES] last
Friday, an amendment that passed 212
to 206.

Just to remind my colleagues, in case
you missed what took place across
America this weekend, every major tel-
evision network, every major news-
paper in America, just to remind my
colleagues, this amendment struck pro-
visions that would have prohibited,
prohibited the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency from enforcing provisions
of the Clean Water Act, the Clean Air
Act, the Safe Drinking Water Act, and
several other statutes that deal with
the health and safety of the American
family.

This House sent the American public
a clear, unequivocal bipartisan mes-
sage on Friday, and it was this: The
Congress cares about the environment.
Republicans care about the environ-
ment. Democrats care about the envi-
ronment. All Americans care about the
environment.

I think that that was a important
message to send, and it was a message
that caught the attention of the Amer-
ican people.

I hope we repeat that message this
evening. If we do not, if we fail, the
burden will be on those who switched
their votes.

Exactly what did these Members
learn over the weekend?

b 2015

Did the environment suddenly be-
come less fragile over the weekend?
Did their constituents lose their fond-
ness for clean air and water? Do their
constituents no longer expect the Fed-
eral Government to ensure that the air
that they breath and the water that
they drink and the food that they eat
will not injure them? I do not think so.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to follow their principles and once
again, to prove to the American people
that this Congress, and particularly
the Republicans in this Congress, are
committed to open political processes
and environmental safeguards. Vote
yes, once again, on the Stokes-Boehlert
amendment.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOEHLERT. I yield to my col-
league from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE],
the former governor of Delaware and a
trusted and loyal supporter of worthy
causes, particularly those involving
the environment.

Mr. CASTLE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding, and I will be very brief. I
rise in support of the Stokes-Boehlert
amendment. I went home too, and we
need to understand what this bill does.
Basically the bill itself cuts funding for
the EPA by 34 percent. It cuts funding
for enforcement by the EPA by 50 per-
cent. But the amendment before us
would make sure that we do not cut 17
programs, because the bill itself also
has in it 17 programs that will not be
enforced by the EPA if the amendment
does not get passed. We would not be
able to enforce standards of air emis-
sions, storm water runoff, wetlands,
sewer overflows, and another 13 or so
numbers which are in that particular
bill.

Mr. Chairman, the time has come for
us to pay attention to our environ-
ment. This bill as it is written now ef-
fectively eliminates environmental en-
forcement on a Federal level. America
must not tolerate this. We must sup-
port the Stokes-Boehlert amendment.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, let
me tell you, it has been suggested that
we get on with it, and we will be glad
to get on with it. We are dealing with
the people’s business.

Mr. Chairman, I could bring before
this body right now member after
member that would give the same tes-
timonial that was given by the gen-
tleman from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE]
and by others who support the Stokes-
Boehlert amendment. If you voted yes
on Friday, vote yes today for America.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to take a mo-
ment to firstly express my apprecia-
tion to the gentleman from New York

[Mr. BOEHLERT] for the strong leader-
ship that he has given to the coalition
force between the Democrats and Re-
publicans of this House.

Mr. Chairman, on Friday we saw one
of those rare moments in the House
where the Members of this body rose
above partisan politics and put the peo-
ple of this Nation first. We saw the en-
vironment of this Nation put above
party politics. We saw men and women
in this body who expressed themselves
in a way that is seldom seen in this
House. On both sides, we saw people
who really cared about the people in
this country.

Mr. Chairman, when this matter is
revoted, people in this country are
going to be watching. All over the Na-
tion this past weekend, as the gen-
tleman from New York said, the Nation
watched what happened here Friday.
They are going to be watching again
tonight, to see how many of us stand
up for the principles that we showed
here on Friday.

This vote will never go away. Mr.
Chairman, this vote is going to live
with all of us for a long time. I would
urge those Members who stood up on
principle and put environment above
party to stand up once again tonight
and show that you care about clean
water and clean air and pure food for
the people of this country. I urge my
colleagues to stand up as they did on
Friday in support of the Stokes-Boeh-
lert amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, it should be noted,
and I appreciate the gentleman from
California recognizing, that there is a
very serious issue that is contained in
the housing portion of this bill that af-
fects 900,000 poor families in this coun-
try that benefit from the project-based
Section 8 program. Many of those fami-
lies are elderly people. Under the word-
ing that is contained in this bill, there
is a presumption that it is cheaper to
voucher these families out.

Mr. Chairman, it is very important
that we take action that sends a signal
to HUD that they should only take ac-
tions that are going to provide protec-
tions to the families at risk at the
cheapest possible cost to this Govern-
ment. We should not be vouchering
families out of project-based Section 8
housing if in fact that project-based
Section 8 is cheaper than the
vouchering-out process.

Mr. Chairman, I want to make it
very clear, and I appreciate the gen-
tleman from California, Chairman
LEWIS, making it very clear to HUD
and to all of those associated with this
program, that actions taken by this
House do not in any way send a signal
that people should be thrown out or
moved out of project-based Section 8
just for the sake of getting rid of the
project-based Section 8. So we ought to
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be providing the cheapest possible pro-
tection for the greatest number of ten-
ants in this country as our Nation’s
housing policy.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, this will not take very long. I do
want the House to know that my col-
league from Massachusetts brings up a
very, very important point. It is an
item that I have been concerned about
in my own county in California. Lit-
erally, it is not our objective, as we try
to streamline housing and the pro-
grams to negatively impact those peo-
ple in Section 8 housing. There is little
doubt that our bill moves in the direc-
tion of providing the kind of flexibility
the gentleman is calling for within the
department to ensure that they select
those options that will not be less ex-
pensive, but also serve people better.

So Mr. Chairman, I want to express
my appreciation to my colleague and
also say that we will evaluate this in
depth and work with you as we go be-
tween here and conference.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I appreciate the chairman’s
comments and look forward to working
with him and other members of the
committee.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, during de-
bate on the VA/HUD appropriations bill, I have
discussed several of its provisions with my
colleague Mrs. WATERS, with whom I worked
last year when I was the ranking member of
the Subcommittee on Housing and Community
Development. I would like to assure my col-
league that the rent reform provisions con-
tained in H.R. 2099 are very similar though
not identical to those contained in H.R. 3838.

First, Federal preferences have been elimi-
nated in favor of local preferences, enabling
PHAs to establish a preference for working
families. Second, ceiling rents have been in-
cluded in the legislation so that families who
live in public housing will never have to pay
more of their income than the apartment is ac-
tually worth. These provisions will have sev-
eral very important effects: working families
will be encouraged to remain in public hous-
ing, providing role models for children as well
as additional rental income for PHAs. Addition-
ally Federal micromanagement of public hous-
ing will be reduced in favor of local decision-
making.

As the former ranking member of the Hous-
ing Subcommittee, I worked hard to include
these provisions in last year’s housing bill,
H.R. 3838. Unfortunately, H.R. 3838 did not
become law because the legislation passed in
the House but not the Senate. I was pleased,
therefore, to see that the appropriations bill
started the process of reforming this part of
the public and assisted housing programs. It is
my understanding that additional reforms will
come when a comprehensive housing bill is
introduced by Mr. LAZIO, the new chairman of
the subcommittee.

In my statements last week, I also men-
tioned that the rent increases in the section 8
program did not affect the Section 202 and
Section 811 elderly and disabled housing pro-
grams. I want the record to be extremely
clear. Though the vast majority of these
projects have been built with grants, some
buildings were financed with Section 8 assist-
ance. Only those projects financed with Sec-

tion 8 will receive rent increases estimated to
be about $12/month. This appropriations bill
does not recognize the distinctions between
the new grant program and the old Section 8
financing system. I believe this was an over-
sight. Nevertheless, rent increases would be
inappropriate, and I will work assertively to
see that they are dropped in the final con-
ference report.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I will not take any
time, but my colleagues, if you will,
this has been a very very tough bill.
The only chair that I would prefer not
to be sitting near besides my own
would be that of the gentleman who
had the chair through this arduous
process. I hope the entire House gives
appreciation to the gentleman from
Texas, LARRY COMBEST, for truly a tre-
mendous job, and we appreciate it.

Mr. Chairman, during the consider-
ation of this bill by the full committee,
an amendment offered by Mr. COLEMAN
to the VA part of the report was adopt-
ed. This language was inadvertently
omitted in the printing of the report.
The VA is to treat the following lan-
guage as if it had been printed in House
Report 104–201:

EL PASO VA STAFFING FLEXIBILITY

The Committee is aware of the difficulty
in staffing several Veterans Administration
Medical Facilities in the southwest, particu-
larly El Paso, Texas. This situation is
compounded by the budgetary constraints
the VA faces in allocating FTEEs among its
facilities. The Committee urges that the VA
Regional Sectors, especially its Southern
Regional Sector, engage in intra-region
FTEE transfers during the fiscal year for
purposes of staffing as warranted by chang-
ing circumstances in VA medical facilities.
The Committee urges the VA to review the
staffing situation in El Paso and to move
personnel as necessary to meet the new serv-
ice demands that will exist if veterans are
not required to travel to other VA facilities
for treatment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is much
appreciative.

If there are no further amendments,
the Clerk will read the final three lines
of the bill.

The Clerk read as follows;
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Depart-

ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and Independent Agen-
cies Appropriations Act, 1996’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington) having as-
sumed the chair, Mr. COMBEST, Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee, having
had under consideration the bill (H.R.
2099), making appropriations for the
Departments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development, and
for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and
offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes,
pursuant to House Resolution 201, he
reported the bill back to the House

with sundry amendments adopted by
the Committee of the Whole.

Under the rule, the previous question
is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment?

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I demand a separate vote on the
Amendment No. 66, the so-called
Stokes amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a sep-
arate vote demanded on any other
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
the remaining amendments en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Clerk will report the amendment on
which a separate vote has been de-
manded.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment: Page 53, line 18, strike ‘‘: Pro-

vided’’ amd all that follows through ‘‘appro-
priate’’ on page 55, line 9.

Page 55, line 19, strike ‘‘Provided’’ and all
that follows through ‘‘concerns’’ on page 59,
line 3.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 210, noes 210,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 605]

YEAS—210

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Durbin
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Engel

English
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Foglietta
Forbes
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Goss
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur

Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
LaFalce
Lantos
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mink
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
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Olver
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Pomeroy
Porter
Quinn
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Rivers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo

Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shaw
Shays
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Spratt
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Thornton

Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)
White
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Young (FL)
Zimmer

NAYS—210

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeLay
Dickey
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Emerson
Ensign
Everett
Ewing

Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Fowler
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Goodlatte
Goodling
Graham
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kim
King
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Laughlin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead

Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Radanovich
Rahall
Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Roth
Royce
Salmon
Schaefer
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Traficant
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Zeliff

NOT VOTING—14

Becerra
Flake

Ford
Green

Hall (OH)
Hoke

Meyers
Moakley
Reynolds

Stark
Thurman
Tucker

Yates
Young (AK)

b 2043
So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

b 2045
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HASTINGS of Washington). The question
is on the engrossment and third read-
ing of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. STOKES

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I am op-
posed to the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. STOKES. Moves to recommit the bill

to the Committee on Appropriations with in-
structions to report it back forthwith with
an amendment, as follows:

Page 59, line 3, before the period insert the
following:

: Provided further, That any limitation set
forth under this heading on the use of funds
shall not apply when it is made known to the
Federal official having authority to obligate
or expend such funds that the limitation
would restrict the ability of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to protect hu-
mans against exposure to arsenic, benzene,
dioxin, lead, or any known carcinogen.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes on his motion to
recommit.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the motion to recommit
we submit is essentially the Durbin
amendment, which was offered in the
Committee of the Whole earlier.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN].

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, the House
has now acted and reversed the posi-
tion taken by a majority of the Mem-
bers last Friday. Those who took the
position that we should have 17 individ-
ual riders in this bill, which virtually
weaken the environmental protection
for families across America, have pre-
vailed. They have had a big weekend.
They have reached Members to solidify
their votes and other Members to win
their votes, but unfortunately, the real
losers here are the families which
count on this Government to protect
them from unseen hazards in air and
water.

If we have made the decision this
evening that this Environmental Pro-
tection Agency will not enforce the
law, the question on this vote is wheth-
er or not this Environmental Protec-
tion Agency will still be able to protect
American families from the dangers of
cancer-causing substances: Arsenic,
dioxin, benzene, lead, and known car-
cinogens.

Mr. Speaker, it is clear that lobbyists
and special interests are playing fast
and loose with cancer and lead con-
tamination. In the name of ending reg-
ulation, we are leaving American fami-
lies vulnerable. We are exposing them
to the risk of cancer, and our children
to the danger of lead poisoning.

For those who argue, Mr. Speaker,
that this is part of the new revolution,
let me tell them this is a no-course-
correction when it comes to regulation.
It is a full-scale retreat from environ-
mental safeguards which have been ac-
cepted by responsible businesses, which
have been implemented by public
health officials across the Nation, and
have been counted on by American
families to protect them from these
dangers. These Republican-inspired
proposals will reduce environmental
standards on deadly chemicals like ar-
senic, benzene, dioxin, lead, and other
cancer-causing substances.

This particularly endangers children
in America and the elderly. They are
the first to be vulnerable to this con-
tamination. We now have a chance to
at least demonstrate some conscience
when it comes to environmental safe-
guards.

For those who voted against my
amendment earlier, the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. WILSON], and I, saying the 167 rid-
ers have been stricken, they are back
in the bill; 17 exceptions, 17 exceptions
for special interest groups that want to
get off the hook. We cannot get off the
hook. We have to face the music. What
we are facing here are the kinds of dan-
gers which in fact will take human
lives.

I beg the Members, at the very least,
make it clear. The Environmental Pro-
tection Agency can establish these
standards and protect our families. Say
to the lobbyists and special interest
groups, We are going to draw the line
at cancer. We are going to draw the
line at contamination by lead poison-
ing. We are going to draw the line when
it comes to the public health of Amer-
ica. That is the least we can do this
evening. The question now for each of
us is whether or not we can stand for
that safeguard. I hope that we will.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, a few moments ago the
Stokes-Boehlert amendment failed, but
we did not really lose. We win anytime
we stand up for people in this country.
That is what we did. We stood up for
the people in this country. The people
who won on that amendment were the
polluters of this Nation. They won that
vote, and the people of this Nation lost,
but I am going to tell the Members, as
I said earlier, this is one that is not
going to go away. People are going to
remember this vote for a long time.

This bill is bad enough with these
riders stripped from the bill. Mr.
Speaker, there is no way to vote for
this bill now, with these riders in this
bill. I urge my colleagues to recommit
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this bill, and then if that fails, to de-
feat this bill on passage.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California [Mr. LEWIS] is
recognized for 5 minutes in opposition
to the motion to recommit.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I do not rise to contest
the comments of my colleague, the
gentleman from Ohio, LOU STOKES, for
we have worked extremely well to-
gether on this measure. His amend-
ment was a very, very close amend-
ment. I have not seen one closer since
I have been in this body.

However, having said that, the item
that is before us by way of this
recommital motion is an item that we
did vote on earlier this evening. It is an
item that gives EPA more authority,
not less authority; more regulation,
not less regulation. The House defeated
that amendment by a vote of 228 to 189.
I would suggest that we repeat that,
get on with final passage, and move on
to other business.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to recommit.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 198, nays
222, not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 606]

YEAS—198

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Beilenson
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Blute
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Browder
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Cardin
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch

Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Durbin
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Foglietta
Forbes
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard

Hinchey
Horn
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy

McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)

Pomeroy
Porter
Poshard
Quinn
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Rose
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sisisky
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)

Spratt
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Thornton
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Zimmer

NAYS—222

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bentsen
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Brown (CA)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Emerson
English

Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Fowler
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gillmor
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh

McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Royce
Salmon
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Traficant

Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh

Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
White

Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (FL)
Zeliff

NOT VOTING—14

Becerra
Flake
Ford
Green
Hall (OH)

Hoke
Meyers
Moakley
Reynolds
Stark

Thurman
Tucker
Yates
Young (AK)

b 2110

Mr. DOYLE changed his vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The question
is on the passage of the bill.

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XV, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 228, nays
193, not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 607]

YEAS—228

Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan

Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Fowler
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kim
King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette

Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Scarborough
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
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Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm

Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Upton
Vucanovich
Waldholtz

Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NAYS—193

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Beilenson
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Foglietta
Forbes
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gordon

Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefley
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Horn
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McInnis
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Molinari
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal

Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Poshard
Quinn
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Rose
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Skaggs
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn

NOT VOTING—13

Becerra
Flake
Ford
Green
Hall (OH)

Hoke
Meyers
Moakley
Reynolds
Thurman

Tucker
Yates
Young (AK)

b 2128

Ms. JACKSON-LEE and Mr. MATSUI
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to
‘‘nay.’’

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

POSTPONING VOTES DURING CON-
SIDERATION OF H.R. 2126, DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1996

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that during
consideration of H.R. 2126, the Defense
Appropriations Act of 1996, pursuant to
the provisions of House Resolution 205,
the Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole may postpone until a time dur-
ing further consideration in the Com-
mittee of the Whole a request for a re-
corded vote on any amendment, and
that the Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may reduce to not less than
5 minutes the time for voting by elec-
tronic vote on any postponed question
that immediately follows another vote
by electronic device without interven-
ing business, provided that the time for
voting by electronic device on the first
in any series of questions shall not be
less than 15 minutes.

b 2130

Mr. Speaker, in explanation of that
unanimous-consent request, I would
like the Members to be advised that
this evening we will conduct general
debate on this bill and debate amend-
ments in title I and title II. We will
also consider the C–17 amendment in
title III, and after conclusion of the C–
17 amendment, then the Committee
will rise.

We have no expectation of any fur-
ther recorded votes this evening.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the H.R. 2126, making appro-
priations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes,
and that I be permitted to include tab-
ular and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman
from Florida?

There was no objection.

f

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 205 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2126.

b 2131

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2126) mak-

ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1996, and for other pur-
poses with Mr. SENSENBRENNER in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. YOUNG] and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA] will
each be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. YOUNG].

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, first, I would like to
thank all of the members of the sub-
committee who have spent the better
part of this year in hearings and in
markups for the preparation and the
presentation of this bill to the full
House.

This is a good bill providing for the
national defense of our Nation. Mr.
Chairman, there are many areas of leg-
islative activity in which the Federal
Government finds itself a player, many
of which could be done equally as well,
if not better, by the States or by the
local governments. Mr. Chairman, if
there is any one responsibility of the
Federal Government, it is to provide
for the defense of our Nation and to
provide for the security of our national
interests wherever they might lie.

The bill we present this evening to-
tals $244.1 billion in budget authority
and $244.2 billion in outlays. Compared
to the fiscal year 2995 level, we are $2.5
billion higher in budget authority, but
$5.4 billion less in outlays. We are
above the President’s budget request,
but we are $2.2 billion less than the au-
thorization bill which passed the House
on June 15.

A strong theme of this bill is to pro-
vide readiness for U.S. forces should
they be called upon to perform in an
arena of hostility and to provide some
quality of life for those men and
women who serve in our uniformed
services who are prepared to do just
that.

Procurement has been reduced over
the last 10 years by 70 percent.

This bill does a little bit to turn that
around. While we do provide an in-
crease for procurement, we also add
funds for readiness and cost-of-living
adjustments, pay raises for people in
uniforms, and things of this type.

We have reduced over 120 programs
from the amounts requested by the
President. We have fully funded the
military pay raise, and have also added
$90 million for housing allowances. We
have added $1 billion for real property
maintenance, and much of that goes
for the renovation and the repair of our
barracks. Many of our soldiers are
today living in World War II barracks
that are pretty rundown, and we need
to make a considerable change there.
This bill does that.

Mr. Chairman, there were several
philosophies involved here. One was
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that anything that goes in this bill
must have a military application. It
must apply to the national defense or
the people who serve in the military.

Second, there must be a requirement
for what it is that we seek to do.

There have been many, many discus-
sions on some of the issues that we will
face today. The are written up in the
media and reported, some of the high-
profile military systems. We took a lit-
tle different approach this year.

I wanted to hold up, if I might, just
briefly, this chart, and the saying on
this chart was taught to me by my
grandmother many, many years ago. It
says, ‘‘For want of a nail, the shoe was
lost; for want of a shoe, the horse was
lost; and for want of a horse, the rider
was lost, being overtaken and slain by
the enemy, all for the want of care
about a horseshoe nail.’’

Mr. Chairman, we have included a lot
of horseshoe nails in this bill, items
that are never written about, never re-
ported, never politically controversial.

I would like to give you an example
of some of the shortages we have iden-
tified that would be extremely impor-
tant to our military should they be
called into a hostile situation. If I can
have the help of a page, I would like to
roll out this scroll, and Members take
a look at it; we will just twist it a lit-
tle bit to the side.

You will see there are hundreds and
hundreds of items that you will never

hear about, but are important to the
conduct of our military institutions. If
you will notice, we have highlighted in
blue a number of those areas that we
have been able to take care of in this
bill. Again, no one is ever going to
write about them in the media. They
are not controversial. But they are
things that need to be done to make
sure that our national defense estab-
lishment continues to function as it al-
ways has in a very, very strong way. So
there is the list.

We are trying to take care of the
horseshoe nails so that we do not lose
the shoes and do not lose the riders and
do not lose the battle.

At this point, Mr. Chairman, there
will be a lot of opportunity to discuss
more specifics as we get into amend-
ments.

Mr. Chairman, I bring to the House of Rep-
resentatives the fiscal year 1996 Defense ap-
propriations bill. This has been a historic year
in the House of Representatives.

In the first 100 days we passed the Contract
With America as we promised the American
people.

Ten appropriations bills and major tax legis-
lation have also passed and in those bills the
majority party has stood by the commitment to
change made during the watershed election of
1994.

While it is true that much work remains to
be done in this session and many important
bills are yet to be passed, no legislation is
more important or vital than the bill we are

about to act on—the fiscal year 1996 Defense
appropriation bill. Over two centuries ago our
Founding Fathers embodied in the Constitu-
tion the sacred obligation of the Congress to
‘‘provide for the common defense.’’ Mr. Chair-
man, this bill fulfills that constitutional obliga-
tion.

Before describing in some detail the specif-
ics of this bill, I want to extend my thanks to
the ranking minority member of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. MURTHA]. His advice and input was in-
valuable in the development of this bipartisan
bill. I also extend my thanks to the chairman
of the full committee, Mr. LIVINGSTON, for his
counsel and support in the development of
this legislation. All members of the subcommit-
tee played a key role in the hearings and the
markup and I congratulate each of them for a
job well done.

FUNDING LEVEL

The Appropriations Committee is rec-
ommending to the House a total of $244.1 bil-
lion in new budget authority for the Depart-
ment of Defense for fiscal year 1996. This
funding level is: $2.5 billion above the current
fiscal year; $2.2 billion below the House-
passed authorization levels; and $7.8 billion
above the budget request.

These spending levels do not include funds
for military construction or the nuclear weap-
ons program of the Department of Energy.
Those funds are included in other appropria-
tions bills. At this point in the RECORD I would
like to include a table outlining the committee’s
recommendations by account.

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 1995 AND BUDGET ESTIMATES AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 1996

Agency and item
(1)

Appropriated 1995
(enacted to date)

(2)

Budget estimates,
1996
(3)

Recommended in
bill
(4)

Bill compared
with appropriated,

1995
(5)

Bill compared
with budget esti-

mates, 1996
(6)

Recapitulation
Title I—Military Personnel ......................................................................................................................................................................... 71,101,502,000 68,696,663,000 69,231,892,000 ¥1,869,610,000 +535,229,000
Title II—Operatiion and Maintenance ....................................................................................................................................................... 82,819,085,000 80,800,250,000 81,583,817,000 ¥1,235,268,000 +783,567,000
Title III—Procurement ............................................................................................................................................................................... 43,124,636,000 38,662,049,000 42,898,305,000 ¥226,331,000 +4,236,256,000
Title IV—Research, Development, Test and Evaluation ........................................................................................................................... 35,130,599,000 34,331,953,000 35,879,560,000 +748,961,000 +1,547,607,000
Title V—Revolving and Management Funds ............................................................................................................................................ 1,669,638,000 1,852,920,000 2,548,020,000 +878,382,000 +695,100,000
Title VI—Other Department of Defense Programs .................................................................................................................................... 11,381,546,000 11,719,914,000 11,818,514,000 +436,968,000 +98,600,000
Title VII—Related agencies ....................................................................................................................................................................... 349,184,000 322,183,000 277,304,000 ¥71,880,000 ¥44,879,000
Title VIII—General provisions .................................................................................................................................................................... ¥857,422,000 85,000 ¥76,012,000 +781,410,000 ¥76,097,000

(Additional transfer authority) .......................................................................................................................................................... (2,000,000,000) (2,000,000,000) (2,000,000,000) ............................. .............................
Title IX—Management Funds .................................................................................................................................................................... 299,300,000 ............................... ............................... ¥299,300,000 .............................

Total, Department of Defense ...................................................................................................................................................... 245,018,068,000 236,386,017,000 244,161,400,000 ¥856,668,000 +7,775,383,000
Scorekeeping adjustments .................................................................................................................................................. ¥3,414,997,000 ¥42,000,000 ¥42,000,000 +3,372,997,000 .............................

Grand total ................................................................................................................................................................................... 241,603,071,000 236,344,017,000 244,119,400,000 +2,516,329,000 +7,775,383,000

Note.—FY 1995 Enacted includes Supplemental P.L. 104–6 (+$2,709,997,000 in new BA and ¥$2,259,956,000 in Rescissions).

The Defense budget submitted by the ad-
ministration continued the decade long decline
in defense spending. While we all agree that
a significant downsizing of the force structure
that was in place during the cold war is appro-
priate, the extent of the builddown implicit in
the budget submitted is a serious concern to
the committee. The procurement account in
the budget request was the lowest in 45 years
when measures in constant dollars. Production
lines are being shut down and inventory objec-
tives are not being achieved for key systems
for critical programs such as the Blackhawk
helicopter and the F–15 E tactical fighter and
also for unglamorous but equally critical sys-
tems such as trucks, ammunition and numer-
ous other low-profile but essential programs.

The committee also has serious concerns
about the impact of this long range decline of
resources for defense on morale and readi-
ness. Because of the constant deployments to
a series of unbudgeted contingency oper-

ations, at one point in the fall of last year, over
100,000 U.S. troops were deployed in such
operations. The incremental cost of these op-
erations were often funded by transferring
funds from ongoing programs. This had the
impact of specific units standing down oper-
ations, canceling scheduled training and defer-
ring maintenance. As a result, earlier this fis-
cal year three Army divisions had their readi-
ness ratings decline to a C–3 level. This rating
level means that the divisions effected could
not undertake all wartime missions, had de-
creased flexibility, increased vulnerability, and
required significant resources to offset defi-
ciencies. In response to these realities, the
funds recommended by the committee in this
bill begins to slow the decade long decline in
defense spending, increases the production
rates of many key programs and improves the
quality of life and readiness levels of our
troops.

WORLD REMAINS A DANGEROUS PLACE

As the daily news makes clear, the post-
cold-war era remains a volatile and dangerous
time. Ethnic, cultural, and religious conflict
continues in many areas of the world. Instabil-
ity in the states of the former Soviet Union
continues. Significant military threats in the
Persian Gulf region and the Korean Peninsula
are continuing. At least 20 countries, many of
them hostile to the United States, have now or
are seeking to develop nuclear, biological,
and/or chemical weapons and the means to
deliver them. As the world’s only superpower,
it is vital that America remains the world’s fin-
est fighting force. In response to the global sit-
uation and the decade-long decline in defense
resources the committee has taken a number
of initiatives as described below.

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMITTEE’S RECOMMENDATIONS

As detailed in the report accompanying this
bill, the committee’s recommendations and ob-
jectives are in three broad categories.
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1. Ensure that the greatly downsized force

structure is of the highest caliber, has a high
level of readiness and a reasonable quality of
life.

2. Ensure that a modernization program is
in place which addresses the shortfalls of
equipment for our current forces and also pro-
vides for the security needs of the future.

3. Ensure that we are getting the best return
on our expenditures for defense by eliminating
those programs which from the committee’s
perspective are of marginal military value, and
reforming or reducing other programs which
have encountered technical problems or have
a low longer range payoff.

Quality of life: The committee has taken a
number of steps to improve the quality of life
of the men and women of our Armed Forces
and their dependents. We have added almost
$670 million to the budget request for housing
allowances and overseas station allowances.
Because of the decline in the value of the dol-
lar subsequent to the budget submission,
service personnel and their dependents sta-
tioned overseas would face severe budgetary
shortfalls without this increased funding.
Funds were also increased for military recruit-
ing. Because of the relatively high turnover
rate of the active force, it is absolutely essen-
tial that high quality recruits enter the service.
Additionally, of the total add-on for real prop-
erty maintenance, $256 million is included for
the renovation and upgrades of barracks. On-
site inspections by committee members and
testimony before the committee detailed the
rundown conditions of many of the living facili-
ties for the Armed Forces.

Readiness: Various units have undergone a
deterioration in readiness in recent times be-
cause of a shortfall of funds. For example, in
addition to the 3 Army divisions mentioned
earlier, last September 8 Marine Corps avia-
tion squadrons were grounded for the entire
month, and 28 Marine and Navy squadrons
had to ground over one-half of their aircraft.
There has also been a deferral of pro-
grammed ship and aircraft maintenance be-
cause of funding shortfalls. To remedy this se-
rious situation the committee has taken nu-
merous initiatives including an increase of
$210 million for training in specific areas
where shortfalls were identified in testimony.
The bill also provides an increase of $379 mil-
lion to help alleviate the enormous backlog of
equipment that needs maintenance-repair to
meet operation standards. A total of $1 billion
was added for real property maintenance. In
addition to the aforementioned funds for bar-
racks enhancement included in this increase,
funds are also provided to upgrade and en-
hance the physical assets of numerous mis-
sion essential facilities.

Importantly, the committee has added $647
million above the budget for the ongoing oper-
ations in and around Iraq—for example, Oper-
ations Provide Comfort and Southern Watch.
Despite the fact that these operations are en-
tering their fourth year, they have never been
budgeted for by the administration. The addi-
tion of these funds ensure that other operating
accounts will not be raided to fund these on-
going operations.

MODERNIZATION

Mr. Chairman, the budget request for the
procurement account for fiscal year 1996 was
$43.1 billion. To put this in perspective, the
amount provided for procurement in 1985,
when measured in today’s dollars, was $135.7

billion. The budget requested no funds to pro-
cure tanks, Air Force fighter aircraft, recon-
naissance helicopters, attack helicopters or
fighting vehicles. Production rates of numer-
ous other systems are at historically low rates,
thus resulting in high per unit costs. The Re-
search, Development, Test and Evaluation Ac-
count has also been decreasing and many key
programs in research have been undergoing
slippage.

To redress this situation, the committee has
taken significant initiatives in the areas of
major weapons programs, mobility, missile de-
fense, munitions and inventory shortfalls for
low profile programs.

Major Weapons: Regarding major weapons
systems the committee has provided a net in-
crease of $493 million to continue the produc-
tion of the B–2 strategic bomber. An increase
of $200 million was also provided for the Air
Force’s highest priority funding shortfall, the
F–22 tactical fighter aircraft. Other high profile
programs were fully funded at the budget re-
quest including the Comanche helicopter, the
V–22 Osprey aircraft and the Navy’s F/A–18
E/F aircraft.

Mobility: Given the increasingly important
role of mobility and logistics in light of the
greatly scaled back presence of U.S. Forces
stationed abroad, the committee has included
significant funds for a number of vital mobility
related programs. In addition to approving the
budget request for the C–17 aircraft and stra-
tegic sealift, the committee added $339 million
for additional tactical transport aircraft and
$260 million for tactical trucks and vehicles.
The committee also recommended an in-
crease of $974 million for the lead ship of the
new LPD–17 class for marine expeditionary
forces. Increases were also provided for mo-
bility infrastructure improvements and
prepositioning programs.

Munitions: Testimony before the committee
revealed that serious shortfalls exist in a wide
variety of munitions programs, including both
precision guided munitions and basic muni-
tions. An increase of $770 million includes
$374 million for precision guided munitions
and $396 million was provided for Army, Navy,
and Marine Corps ammunition accounts.

Low-Profile Programs: Throughout the hear-
ings this year the committee asked almost
every witness about shortfalls that existed in
any areas no matter how low profile the pro-
gram was. Interestingly, many of the shortfalls
existed in very unglamorous items such as
ground support equipment, aircraft loaders,
night vision goggles and small arms. The com-
mittee has added almost $500 million for such
items to address shortfalls cited by the serv-
ices in testimony.

Missile Defense: The committee rec-
ommends a net increase of $599 million for
the ballistic missile defense program [BMD].
The total provided for this essential program is
$3.49 billion. This expanded program acceler-
ates both the Theater Missile Defense pro-
gram and the National Missile Defense pro-
gram, thus increasing the protection of our
troops deployed abroad as well as the United
States.

PROGRAM REDUCTIONS

Although the committee has provided a net
increase to the budget request, the committee
eliminated various programs and reduced or
restructured others. The reductions ranged
from eliminating programs of low military value
to adjustments to programs which have en-

countered technical problems, contract sav-
ings or undergone slippage for a variety of
reasons. Major reductions recommended by
the committee include:

Program Reduction
Technology Reinvestment

Program ......................... ¥$500,000,000
Environmental Restora-

tion ................................. ¥$200,000,000
Defense Acquisition ........... ¥$163,500,000
Energy management pro-

grams .............................. ¥$114,700,000
POLICY ISSUES

Mr. Chairman, I’d like to briefly address a
few of the general provisions we have in-
cluded in the bill. Section 8104 prohibits the
use of any funds available to the Defense De-
partment being used for the deploying United
States forces to participate in a negotiated
peace settlement in Bosnia unless authorized
by Congress. Given the course of events in
that troubled area of the world, the probability
of a negotiated settlement followed by the de-
ployment of a large peace enforcement contin-
gency is fairly remote. Nevertheless, we be-
lieve it is important that if events should
evolve to the point where a large scale de-
ployment of United States forces is the rec-
ommended policy of the administration regard-
ing Bosnia, such a policy cannot be imple-
mented unless specifically authorized by law.

In section 8102 we set a prohibition of the
use of DOD funds for peacekeeping, peace-
making and certain types of humanitarian as-
sistance unless the President has consulted
with the Congress. Section 8102 also spells
out many specifics on the types of issues to
be covered in the consultation.

CONCLUSION

In summary, I would simply make a number
of points concerning the fiscal year 1996 De-
fense appropriations bill.

This bill is a bipartisan effort which had
widespread support from both parties in the
subcommittee markup and in the full commit-
tee markup.

The bill is: $7.8 billion above the budget re-
quest; $2.2 billion below the authorized level;
$2.5 billion, or 1 percent, above the current
fiscal year; and is within the 602(b) allocation
for defense.

The bill:
Ensures that our armed services remains

the finest fighting force in the world.
Ensures that the quality of life of our serv-

icemen and servicewomen will be enhanced.
Deletes programs of a low military value

and restructures programs which have en-
countered technical problem and delays.

Provides a modernization program which
meets both today’s requirements and the se-
curity needs of the future.

Mr. Chairman, I urge passage of H.R. 2126,
the fiscal year 1996 Department of Defense
appropriations bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY], the ranking member
of the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I simply
want to say there are two things wrong
in general with the budget under which
the Congress is now proceeding. One of
them is a lot of the items that wind up
being cut, and the other thing wrong
with the budget is a lot of items that
are not cut.
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Some of those items are in this bill.
In my view, for instance, it is simply

not a rational division of priorities for
us to decide that we are going to see
reductions in programs that support
senior citizens living near the edge of
poverty, to see reductions in education
that are crucial to improving people’s
lot in life, to see reductions in job
training programs and economic devel-
opment programs, and yet seeing this
bill commit to spend some $70 billion
for the F–22, a plane which we do not
need at this time, to see the rec-
ommendation made in the bill to ex-
ceed the number of B–2’s that have
been requested by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff at a cost of well over $1 billion a
plane. Just one of those would pay the
entire tuition bill for every single stu-
dent at the University of Wisconsin in
Madison for the next 12 years, just one
of those planes, to put that in context.
It seems to me that is a wasteful ex-
penditure we should not be providing.

We will be debating that tomorrow,
but also other reductions that we
ought to be having in DOD travel, in
star wars.

Even in my own district, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania tells me
that I am one of two Members of the
House who has been suggesting the
elimination of a defense facility, mili-
tary facility, in his own district. The
committee has not seen fit to share my
judgment on that, but it seems to me
that that is an example of things which
are nice to have but which are not nec-
essary, given the squeeze on the budg-
et. So we will be dealing with this more
tomorrow. I wanted to get that off my
chest.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered under the 5-minute rule by
titles and each title shall be considered
read.

An amendment striking sections 8021
and 8024 of the bill is adopted.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may accord prior-
ity in recognition to a member who has
caused an amendment to be printed in
the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
today, the Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole may postpone until a time
during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment made
in order by the resolution.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may reduce to not less than
5 minutes the time for voting by elec-
tronic device on any postponed ques-
tion that immediately follows another
vote by electronic device without in-
tervening business, provided that the

time for voting by electronic device on
the first in any series of questions shall
not be less than 15 minutes.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2126

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, for
military functions administered by the De-
partment of Defense, and for other purposes,
namely:

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate title I.

The text of title I is as follows:
TITLE I

MILITARY PERSONNEL

MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
interest on deposits, gratuities, permanent
change of station travel (including all ex-
penses thereof for organizational move-
ments), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Army on active duty (except
members of reserve components provided for
elsewhere), cadets, and aviation cadets; and
for payments pursuant to section 156 of Pub-
lic Law 97–377, as amended (42 U.S.C. 402
note), to section 229(b) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to the Department
of Defense Military Retirement Fund;
$19,884,608,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
interest on deposits, gratuities, permanent
change of station travel (including all ex-
penses thereof for organizational move-
ments), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Navy on active duty (except
members of the Reserve provided for else-
where), midshipmen, and aviation cadets;
and for payments pursuant to section 156 of
Public Law 97–377, as amended (42 U.S.C. 402
note), to section 229(b) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to the Department
of Defense Military Retirement Fund;
$17,006,363,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
interest on deposits, gratuities, permanent
change of station travel (including all ex-
penses thereof for organizational move-
ments), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Marine Corps on active duty
(except members of the Reserve provided for
elsewhere); and for payments pursuant to
section 156 of Public Law 97–377, as amended
(42 U.S.C. 402 note), to section 229(b) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to
the Department of Defense Military Retire-
ment Fund; $5,928,340,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
interest on deposits, gratuities, permanent
change of station travel (including all ex-
penses thereof for organizational move-
ments), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Air Force on active duty (ex-
cept members of reserve components pro-
vided for elsewhere), cadets, and aviation ca-
dets; and for payments pursuant to section
156 of Public Law 97–377, as amended (42
U.S.C. 402 note), to section 229(b) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to
the Department of Defense Military Retire-
ment Fund; $17,294,620,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Army Reserve on active
duty under sections 10211, 10302, and 3038 of
title 10, United States Code, or while serving
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title
10, United States Code, in connection with
performing duty specified in section 12310(a)
of title 10, United States Code, or while un-
dergoing reserve training, or while perform-
ing drills or equivalent duty or other duty,
and for members of the Reserve Officers’
Training Corps, and expenses authorized by
section 16131 of title 10, United States Code;
and for payments to the Department of De-
fense Military Retirement Fund;
$2,122,566,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Navy Reserve on active duty
under section 10211 of title 10, United States
Code, or while serving on active duty under
section 12301(d) of title 10, United States
Code, in connection with performing duty
specified in section 12310(a) of title 10, United
States Code, or while undergoing reserve
training, or while performing drills or equiv-
alent duty, and for members of the Reserve
Officers’ Training Corps, and expenses au-
thorized by section 16131 of title 10, United
States Code; and for payments to the Depart-
ment of Defense Military Retirement Fund;
$1,350,023,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Marine Corps Reserve on ac-
tive duty under section 10211 of title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, or while serving on active
duty under section 12301(d) of title 10, United
States Code, in connection with performing
duty specified in section 12310(a) of title 10,
United States Code, or while undergoing re-
serve training, or while performing drills or
equivalent duty, and for members of the Ma-
rine Corps platoon leaders class, and ex-
penses authorized by section 16131 of title 10,
United States Code; and for payments to the
Department of Defense Military Retirement
Fund; $366,101,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Air Force Reserve on active
duty under sections 10211, 10305, and 8038 of
title 10, United States Code, or while serving
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title
10, United States Code, in connection with
performing duty specified in section 12310(a)
of title 10, United States Code, or while un-
dergoing reserve training, or while perform-
ing drills or equivalent duty or other duty,
and for members of the Air Reserve Officers’
Training Corps, and expenses authorized by
section 16131 of title 10, United States Code;
and for payments to the Department of De-
fense Military Retirement Fund; $783,586,000.

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Army National Guard while
on duty under section 10211, 10302, or 12402 of
title 10 or section 708 of title 32, United
States Code, or while serving on duty under
section 12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of
title 32, United States Code, in connection
with performing duty specified in section
12310(a) of title 10, United States Code, or
while undergoing training, or while perform-
ing drills or equivalent duty or other duty,
and expenses authorized by section 16131 of
title 10, United States Code; and for pay-
ments to the Department of Defense Military
Retirement Fund; $3,240,858,000.
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NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Air National Guard on duty
under section 10211, 10305, or 12402 of title 10
or section 708 of title 32, United States Code,
or while serving on duty under section
12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of title 32,
United States Code, in connection with per-
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of
title 10, United States Code, or while under-
going training, or while performing drills or
equivalent duty or other duty, and expenses
authorized by section 16131 of title 10, United
States Code; and for payments to the Depart-
ment of Defense Military Retirement Fund;
$1,254,827,000.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title I?

If not, the Clerk will designate title
II.

The text of title II is as follows:
TITLE II

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Army, as authorized by law; and not
to exceed $14,437,000 can be used for emer-
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex-
pended on the approval or authority of the
Secretary of the Army, and payments may
be made on his certificate of necessity for
confidential military purposes; $18,999,825,000
and, in addition, $50,000,000 shall be derived
by transfer from the National Defense Stock-
pile Transaction Fund.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Navy and the Marine Corps, as author-
ized by law; and not to exceed $4,151,000 can
be used for emergencies and extraordinary
expenses, to be expended on the approval or
authority of the Secretary of the Navy, and
payments may be made on his certificate of
necessity for confidential military purposes;
$20,846,710,000 and, in addition, $50,000,000
shall be derived by transfer from the Na-
tional Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Marine Corps, as authorized by law;
$2,508,822,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Air Force, as authorized by law; and
not to exceed $8,326,000 can be used for emer-
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex-
pended on the approval or authority of the
Secretary of the Air Force, and payments
may be made on his certificate of necessity
for confidential military purposes;
$18,894,397,000 and, in addition, $50,000,000
shall be derived by transfer from the Na-
tional Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of activities and agencies of the Department
of Defense (other than the military depart-
ments), as authorized by law; $9,958,810,000, of
which not to exceed $25,000,000 may be avail-
able for the CINC initiative fund account;
and of which not to exceed $28,588,000 can be
used for emergencies and extraordinary ex-
penses, to be expended on the approval or au-
thority of the Secretary of Defense, and pay-

ments may be made on his certificate of ne-
cessity for confidential military purposes.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY
RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Army Reserve; repair
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger
motor vehicles; travel and transportation;
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of
services, supplies, and equipment; and com-
munications; $1,119,191,000.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Navy Reserve; repair
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger
motor vehicles; travel and transportation;
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of
services, supplies, and equipment; and com-
munications; $857,042,000: Provided, That of
the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$19,000,000 shall not be obligated or expended
until authorized by law.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS

RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Marine Corps Reserve;
repair of facilities and equipment; hire of
passenger motor vehicles; travel and trans-
portation; care of the dead; recruiting; pro-
curement of services, supplies, and equip-
ment; and communications; $104,783,000: Pro-
vided, That of the funs appropriated in this
paragraph, $13,000,000 shall not be obligated
or expended until authorized by law.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE
RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Air Force Reserve; re-
pair of facilities and equipment; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; travel and transpor-
tation; care of the dead; recruiting; procure-
ment of services, supplies, and equipment;
and communications; $1,519,287,000: Provided,
That of the funds appropriated in this para-
graph, $11,840,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY
NATIONAL GUARD

For expenses of training, organizing, and
administering the Army National Guard, in-
cluding medical and hospital treatment and
related expenses in non-Federal hospitals;
maintenance, operation, and repairs to
structures and facilities; hire of passenger
motor vehicles; personnel services in the Na-
tional Guard Bureau; travel expenses (other
than mileage), as authorized by law for
Army personnel on active duty, for Army
National Guard division, regimental, and
battalion commanders while inspecting units
in compliance with National Guard Bureau
regulations when specifically authorized by
the Chief, National Guard Bureau; supplying
and equipping the Army National Guard as
authorized by law; and expenses of repair,
modification, maintenance, and issue of sup-
plies and equipment (including aircraft);
$2,344,008,000.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL

GUARD

For operation and maintenance of the Air
National Guard, including medical and hos-
pital treatment and related expenses in non-
Federal hospitals; maintenance, operation,
repair, and other necessary expenses of fa-
cilities for the training and administration
of the Air National Guard, including repair

of facilities, maintenance, operation, and
modification of aircraft; transportation of
things; hire of passenger motor vehicles; sup-
plies, materials, and equipment, as author-
ized by law for the Air National Guard; and
expenses incident to the maintenance and
use of supplies, materials, and equipment, in-
cluding such as may be furnished from
stocks under the control of agencies of the
Department of Defense; travel expenses
(other than mileage) on the same basis as au-
thorized by law for Air National Guard per-
sonnel on active Federal duty, for Air Na-
tional Guard commanders while inspecting
units in compliance with National Guard Bu-
reau regulations when specifically author-
ized by the Chief, National Guard Bureau;
$2,737,221,000: Provided, That of the funds ap-
propriated in this paragraph, $3,000,000 shall
not be obligated or expended until author-
ized by law.

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE
ARMED FORCES

For salaries and expenses necessary for the
United States Court of Appeals for the
Armed Forces; $6,521,000, of which not to ex-
ceed $2,500 can be used for official represen-
tation purposes.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, DEFENSE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Department of Defense;
$1,422,200,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of De-
fense shall, upon determining that such
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of hazard-
ous waste, removal of unsafe buildings and
debris of the Department of Defense, or for
similar purposes (including programs and op-
erations at sites formerly used by the De-
partment of Defense), transfer the funds
made available by this appropriation to
other appropriations made available to the
Department of Defense as the Secretary may
designate, to be merged with and to be avail-
able for the same purposes and for the same
time period as the appropriations of funds to
which transferred: Provided further, That
upon a determination that all or part of the
funds transferred from this appropriation are
not necessary for the purposes provided here-
in, such amounts may be transferred back to
this appropriation.

SUMMER OLYMPICS

For logistical support and personnel serv-
ices (other than pay and non-travel-related
allowances of members of the Armed Forces
of the United States, except for members of
the reserve components thereof called or or-
dered to active duty to provide support for
the 1996 Games of the XXVI Olympiad to be
held in Atlanta, Georgia) provided by any
component of the Department of Defense to
the 1996 Games of the XXVI Olympiad;
$15,000,000: Provided, That funds appropriated
under this heading shall remain available for
obligation until September 30, 1997.

OVERSEAS HUMANITARIAN, DISASTER, AND
CIVIC AID

For expenses relating to the Overseas Hu-
manitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid pro-
grams of the Department of Defense (consist-
ing of the programs provided under sections
401, 402, 404, 2547, and 2551 of title 10, United
States Code); $50,000,000.

FORMER SOVIET UNION THREAT REDUCTION

For assistance to the republics of the
former Soviet Union, including assistance
provided by contract or by grants, for facili-
tating the elimination and the safe and se-
cure transportation and storage of nuclear,
chemical and other weapons; for establishing
programs to prevent the proliferation of
weapons, weapons components, and weapon-
related technology and expertise; for pro-
grams relating to the training and support of



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H 8057July 31, 1995
defense and military personnel for demili-
tarization and protection of weapons, weap-
ons components and weapons technology and
expertise; $200,000,000 to remain available
until expended.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title II?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NEUMANN

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. NEUMANN: On

page 8 of the bill, line 1, strike out
‘‘$18,999,825,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof
‘‘$18,998,131,000’’.

On page 9 of the bill, line 4, strike out
‘‘$18,894,397,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof
‘‘$18,873,793,000’’.

On page 10 of the bill, line 10, strike out
‘‘$857,042,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof
‘‘$841,565,000’’.

On page 10 of the bill, line 21, strike out
‘‘$104,783,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof
‘‘$102,079,000’’.

On page 12 of the bill, line 3, strike out
‘‘$2,344,008,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof
‘‘$2,334,487,000’’.

Mr. MURTHA (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, I

would like to start this evening, and I
do have this amendment to present,
but I do want to praise our chairman
for the work that he has done on this
bill and the members of the committee.

There are three things, in my opin-
ion, this Nation faces. Any one of the
three could bring this Nation to its
knees. One is the budget and fiscal con-
straints that we must act on in order
to bring our budget back in line to get
our budget balanced, to get our deficit
under control.

The second one is, while we are bal-
ancing the budget and getting the
budget under control, we cannot de-
stroy our ability to defend our Nation.

So, the three things that could bring
us to our knees, failure to promptly
take care of the defense budget is cer-
tainly the second one.

The third one is the moral values fac-
ing this Nation. More on that in the fu-
ture.

The bottom line is our chairman has
done a great job paying attention to
the fact we need to preserve a very
strong military in this Nation. The
world is not a safe place. We need to
look forward to the fact that our chil-
dren can look at this Nation in a situa-
tion where we can defend our home-
lands and defend our Nation in the fu-
ture. Our chairman deserves a lot of
praise for that. Mr. Chairman, you
have done a great job.

I am offering this amendment even
though the bill that has been presented
is in line with what is necessary to bal-
ance the budget. There are some ac-
counts in the defense budget that can
still be cut further. This is one of the
accounts that can, in fact, be reduced
further.

The DeFazio-Neumann amendment
reduces by $50 million the operational
support aircraft account. This account
funds executive travel and administra-
tive costs. I would like to read from a
June 1995 GAO report, and I am just
going to read very briefly a few words
out of it to show why are bringing this
amendment.

The report states that, ‘‘The existing
number of aircraft dedicated to OSA
missions has been and continues to be
excessive. Our review shows that the
current OSA inventory is 10 times
greater than the number of OSA air-
craft used in the theater during the
Persian Gulf War.’’

The bottom line is we have extra
money in this account. It can be re-
duced. The DeFazio-Neumann amend-
ment suggests we reduce by $50 million
to a sum remaining of $196.31 million in
this account.

b 2145
So this amendment will reduce by $50

million available in this account.
Mr. Chairman, I would reiterate that

this $50 million savings will not harm
military readiness operations functions
in any way, shape or form, but will cut
down an unnecessary administrative
cost in executive travel and force the
operations support aircraft fleet to
trim its budget.

Mr. Chairman, I would conclude by
urging my colleagues to support the
DeFazio-Neumann amendment.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. NEU-
MANN] for his leadership on this issue.
This is an example that if Congress ap-
plies the proper scrutiny to the Penta-
gon, the same scrutiny that is being
applied to many other budgets of the
Federal Government, there are places
to save funds.

The GAO report that the gentleman
mentioned that a Senator from Iowa
and I had commissioned found that the
OSA aircraft far exceed the wartime
needs of the Pentagon, and they are
routinely used for missions that have
no urgency, missions where the gen-
erals or the assistant secretaries in-
volved could make the same trip on
commercial aircraft for a fraction of
the cost. The helicopters which are
used frequently between Andrews Air
Force Base and the Pentagon at a cost
of between $400 and $1,600 more per
trip, saving 10 to 12 minutes, but boost-
ing a lot of egos, are also a place where
this amendment would apply.

Mr. Chairman, it is time the same
strictures are applied to the Pentagon
that we are applying to other parts of
the Federal budget. This is definitely
an area where funds could be saved.

Mr. Chairman, I was not here for the
opening dialog, but my understanding
is that perhaps the committee is going
to accept the amendment. I would like
at this point, if I could engage the
chairman in a brief colloquy.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say
first that the committee is very much
aware of this amendment, and we
worked with both of the authors, the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. NEU-
MANN] and the gentleman from Oregon
[Mr. DEFAZIO], and we are prepared to
accept this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to, if I
might, point out that this amendment
to reduce this money does not include
aircraft assigned to the unified com-
batant command’s, so it does not have
a negative effect on any of our combat-
ant air activities.

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to
say to both gentlemen that it is the in-
tention of our subcommittee to hold
specific hearings shortly after the
House reconvenes in September on this
very issue. But we agree strongly with
what both gentlemen have said and we
intend to pursue that.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Florida. I appre-
ciate the fact that the committee will
delve more deeply into this issue.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the GAO re-
port is a road map talking about per-
haps a unified use, a unified command
of all of the OSA, operations support
aircraft fleet, perhaps under the Air
Force and one of the other services. We
could meet all of the legitimate travel
needs, particularly the urgent travel
needs of the Command and Control
staff at the Pentagon, and the Uni-
formed Services for a lot less than we
are spending today, and we would avoid
embarrassments such as the unfortu-
nate general and his cat who flew back
from Italy at a rather extravagant
cost.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN].

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments to title II?
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. OBEY: Page 9,

line 11, strike ‘‘$9,958,810,000’’ and insert
‘‘$9,908,810,000.’’

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, it is al-
ways risky to try to compare activities
of government with activities in the
private sector, especially when you are
dealing with military requirements.
But nonetheless, this amendment is of-
fered to try to bring attention to the
fact that the General Accounting Of-
fice has reported that it cost the De-
partment of Defense an additional 30
percent of its total cost of travel, $3.5
billion, or roughly $1 billion of that
amount, in order to process their regu-
lar travel. They process about 8.2 mil-
lion travel vouchers each year.

Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether
the GAO’s estimate that the Pentagon
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could save around $800 million is accu-
rate or not. They point out that the
percentage difference between what
this processing costs DOD and what it
costs in the private sector is 30 percent
versus 6 percent. I do not know how far
down you can bring that number. But
certainly, if the General Accounting
Office thinks that you can bring it
down to the tune of $800 million, we
ought to be able to bring it down by at
least $100 million.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment does
not even do that. It simply says that
we will cut this account by $50 million
to indicate our concern about the prob-
lem. The Defense Department is aware
of the problem. They are in the process
of instituting reforms to try to deal
with it, but they have not yet been
able to put those in place to any appre-
ciable degree. It seems to me that we
have a requirement as an institution to
indicate that we expect this problem to
be attacked and to be attacked quick-
ly, which is why I offer the amend-
ment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, again, I would say to
the gentleman that the subcommittee,
as he knows, reduced this account by
$40 million. We do believe that the ad-
ditional $50 million will not create any
undue burdens, and we are prepared to
accept this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments to title II?
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SKAGGS

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. SKAGGS: Page 9,

line 11, strike ‘‘$9,958,810,000’’ and in lieu
thereof insert ‘‘$9,953,810,000’’; on page 35,
line 11, strike ‘‘$75,683,000’’ and in lieu there-
of insert ‘‘$80,683,000’’.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would move $5 million
from the operation maintenance ac-
count dealing with, in particular, trav-
el, and shift that $5 million into the ac-
count for intelligence community man-
agement.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose is to pro-
vide those funds for the continued op-
eration of the Environmental Task
Force, which has been a very impor-
tant initiative within the intelligence
community to make intelligence prod-
ucts declassified and available for use
by the scientific community and by
various agencies of Government.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SKAGGS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, we
have discussed this in some detail, and
we are going to do everything we can
in conference to get this change made.
I think the gentleman from Colorado
has made a good point to us, and we

will certainly do everything in con-
ference that we can to get this worked
out.

Mr. SKAGGS. I appreciate the com-
ment of the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, I would be pleased to
yield to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. YOUNG], our distinguished sub-
committee chairman also on this point.
I hope I might have his assurances of
assistance in trying to get this matter
taken care of when we get to con-
ference.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield, I
would say to the gentleman that we
understand the issue; we did have some
concern about who really should be
paying for this, and it is a good project,
but our concern was who should pay for
it.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA] has stated
our position very well. In the con-
ference with the other body, we believe
we will be able to work this out.

Mr. SKAGGS. I appreciate the com-
ment of the gentleman.

As I am sure the gentleman is aware,
there are various consumers of intel-
ligence product around the Govern-
ment about which essentially the same
argument could be made, perhaps
USTR and its work and so forth. So I
really think that this is one that we
ought to be able to work out. I appre-
ciate the willingness of both of the gen-
tlemen to assist with this when we get
to conference.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be with-
drawn.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Colorado?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments to title II?
If not, the Clerk will designate title

III.
The text of title III is as follows:

TITLE III
PROCUREMENT

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of air-
craft, equipment, including ordnance, ground
handling equipment, spare parts, and acces-
sories therefor; specialized equipment and
training devices; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, including the land necessary
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; and procurement
and installation of equipment, appliances,
and machine tools in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and
other expenses necessary for the foregoing
purposes; $1,468,067,000, to remain available
for obligation until September 30, 1998: Pro-
vided, That of the funds appropriated in this
paragraph, $45,000,000 shall not be obligated
or expended until authorized by law.

Missile Procurement, Army
For construction, procurement, produc-

tion, modification, and modernization of
missiles, equipment, including ordnance,
ground handling equipment, spare parts, and

accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including the land necessary
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; and procurement
and installation of equipment, appliances,
and machine tools in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and
other expenses necessary for the foregoing
purposes; $842,830,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 1998.

Procurement of Weapons and Tracked
Combat Vehicles, Army

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of weapons and
tracked combat vehicles, equipment, includ-
ing ordnance, spare parts, and accessories
therefor; specialized equipment and training
devices; expansion of public and private
plants, including the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such
lands and interests therein, may be acquired,
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes;
$1,616,964,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1998: Provided, That
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$257,300,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

Procurement of Ammunition, Army
For construction, procurement, produc-

tion, and modification of ammunition, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854, title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, and the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such
lands and interests therein, may be acquired,
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes;
$1,019,315,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1998.

Other Procurement, Army
For construction, procurement, produc-

tion, and modification of vehicles, including
tactical, support, and nontracked combat ve-
hicles; the purchase of not to exceed 41 pas-
senger motor vehicles for replacement only;
communications and electronic equipment;
other support equipment; spare parts, ord-
nance, and accessories therefor; specialized
equipment and training devices; expansion of
public and private plants, including the land
necessary therefor, for the foregoing pur-
poses, and such lands and interests therein,
may be acquired, and construction pros-
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and
procurement and installation of equipment,
appliances, and machine tools in public and
private plants; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away; and other expenses necessary for the
foregoing purposes; $2,570,125,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
1998: Provided, That of the funds appropriated
in this paragraph, $24,538,000 shall not be ob-
ligated or expended until authorized by law.

Aircraft Procurement, Navy
For construction, procurement, produc-

tion, modification, and modernization of air-
craft, equipment, including ordnance, spare
parts, and accessories therefor; specialized
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equipment; expansion of public and private
plants, including the land necessary there-
for, and such lands and interests therein,
may be acquired, and construction pros-
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and
procurement and installation of equipment,
appliances, and machine tools in public and
private plants; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away; $4,310,703,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 1998: Provided,
That of the funds appropriated in this para-
graph, $204,215,000 shall not be obligated or
expended until authorized by law.

Weapons Procurement, Navy
For construction, procurement, produc-

tion, modification, and modernization of
missiles, torpedoes, other weapons, and re-
lated support equipment including spare
parts, and accessories therefor; expansion of
public and private plants, including the land
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; and procurement and installation of
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in
public and private plants; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; $1,736,211,000, to remain avail-
able for obligation until September 30, 1998:
Provided, That of the funds appropriated in
this paragraph, $109,800,000 shall not be obli-
gated or expended until authorized by law.

Procurement of Ammunition, Navy and
Marine Corps

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854, title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, and the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such
lands and interests therein, may be acquired,
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes;
$483,779,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1998: Provided, That
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$22,000,000 shall not be obligated or expended
until authorized by law.

Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy
For expenses necessary for the construc-

tion, acquisition, or conversion of vessels as
authorized by law, including armor and ar-
mament thereof, plant equipment, appli-
ances, and machine tools and installation
thereof in public and private plants; reserve
plant and Government and contractor-owned
equipment layaway; procurement of critical,
long leadtime components and designs for
vessels to be constructed or converted in the
future; and expansion of public and private
plants, including land necessary therefor,
and such lands and interests therein, may be
acquired, and construction prosecuted there-
on prior to approval of title; $5,577,958,000, to
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2000: Provided, That additional ob-
ligations may be incurred after September
30, 2000, for engineering services, tests, eval-
uations, and other such budgeted work that
must be performed in the final stage of ship
construction: Provided further, That none of
the funds herein provided for the construc-
tion or conversion of any naval vessel to be
constructed in shipyards in the United
States shall be expended in foreign facilities
for the construction of major components of
such vessel: Provided further, That none of
the funds herein provided shall be used for

the construction of any naval vessel in for-
eign shipyards.

Other Procurement, Navy
For procurement, production, and mod-

ernization of support equipment and mate-
rials not otherwise provided for, Navy ord-
nance (except ordnance for new aircraft, new
ships, and ships authorized for conversion);
the purchase of not to exceed 252 passenger
motor vehicles for replacement only; expan-
sion of public and private plants, including
the land necessary therefor, and such lands
and interests therein, may be acquired, and
construction prosecuted thereon prior to ap-
proval of title; and procurement and instal-
lation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; $2,480,670,000, to
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 1998: Provided, That of the funds
appropriated in this paragraph, $19,198,000
shall not be obligated or expended until au-
thorized by law.

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS

For expenses necessary for the procure-
ment, manufacture, and modification of mis-
siles, armament, military equipment, spare
parts, and accessories therefor; plant equip-
ment, appliances, and machine tools, and in-
stallation thereof in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; vehi-
cles for the Marine Corps, including the pur-
chase of not to exceed 194 passenger motor
vehicles for replacement only; and expansion
of public and private plants, including land
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; $480,852,000, to remain available for ob-
ligation until September 30, 1998: Provided,
That of the funds appropriated in this para-
graph, $81,605,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For construction, procurement, and modi-
fication of aircraft and equipment, including
armor and armament, specialized ground
handling equipment, and training devices,
spare parts, and accessories therefor; special-
ized equipment; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, Government-owned equipment
and installation thereof in such plants, erec-
tion of structures, and acquisition of land,
for the foregoing purposes, and such lands
and interests therein, may be acquired, and
construction prosecuted thereon prior to ap-
proval of title; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away; and other expenses necessary for the
foregoing purposes including rents and trans-
portation of things; $7,162,603,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
1998: Provided, That of the funds appropriated
in this paragraph, $130,651,000 shall not be ob-
ligated or expended until authorized by law.

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For construction, procurement, and modi-
fication of missiles, spacecraft, rockets, and
related equipment, including spare parts and
accessories therefor, ground handling equip-
ment, and training devices; expansion of pub-
lic and private plants, Government-owned
equipment and installation thereof in such
plants, erection of structures, and acquisi-
tion of land, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; and other expenses necessary
for the foregoing purposes including rents
and transportation of things; $3,223,265,000, to
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 1998.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854, title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, and the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such
lands and interests therein, may be acquired,
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes;
$321,328,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1998.

Other Procurement, Air Force
For procurement and modification of

equipment (including ground guidance and
electronic control equipment, and ground
electronic and communication equipment),
and supplies, materials, and spare parts
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of not to exceed 385 passenger motor
vehicles for replacement only; and expansion
of public and private plants, Government-
owned equipment and installation thereof in
such plants, erection of structures, and ac-
quisition of land, for the foregoing purposes,
and such lands and interests therein, may be
acquired, and construction prosecuted there-
on, prior to approval of title; reserve plant
and Government and contractor-owned
equipment layaway; $6,508,425,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
1998.

Procurement, Defense-Wide
For expenses of activities and agencies of

the Department of Defense (other than the
military departments) necessary for procure-
ment, production, and modification of equip-
ment, supplies, materials, and spare parts
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of not to exceed 451 passenger motor
vehicles, of which 447 shall be for replace-
ment only; expansion of public and private
plants, equipment, and installation thereof
in such plants, erection of structures, and
acquisition of land for the foregoing pur-
poses, and such lands and interests therein,
may be acquired, and construction pros-
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; $2,187,085,000, to
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 1998.

National Guard and Reserve Equipment
For procurement of aircraft, missiles,

tracked combat vehicles, ammunition, other
weapons, and other procurement for the re-
serve components of the Armed Forces;
$908,125,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1998: Provided, That
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$138,125,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. FURSE

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Ms. FURSE: On page

23, line 17, strike ‘‘$7,162,603,000,’’ and insert
‘‘$7,140,703,000’’.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 8060 July 31, 1995
There was no objection.
Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, this is a

very simple amendment. This is to cut
$21.9 million from an aircraft procure-
ment account for spare parts. That
$21.9 million is more than what is re-
quired, and my amendment would
merely remove that $21.9 million from
the $117 million.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. FURSE. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, we appreciate the amendment
being offered. We are very much aware
of the amendment and agree with this
amendment, and we are prepared to ac-
cept it.

Ms. FURSE. I thank the Chairman
and I thank the ranking member.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Oregon [Ms. FURSE].

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I move the committee do now
rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly the Committee rose; and

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
BONILLA), having assumed the chair,
Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 2126), making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes,
had come to no resolution thereon.

f

WAIVING PROVISIONS OF LEGIS-
LATIVE REORGANIZATION ACT
OF 1970 REQUIRING ADJOURN-
MENT OF CONGRESS BY JULY 31

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I offer a concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 89) waiving provisions of the
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970
requiring adjournment of Congress by
July 31, and I ask unanimous consent
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the concurrent reso-

lution, as follows:
H. CON. RES. 89

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That, notwithstanding
the provisions of section 132(a) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C.
198(a)), the House of Representatives and the
Senate shall not adjourn for a period in ex-
cess of three days, or adjourn sine die, until
both Houses of Congress have adopted a con-
current resolution providing either for an ad-
journment (in excess of three days) to a day
certain or for adjournment sine die.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BONILLA). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. WELLER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. WELLER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

BLM LOBBYING AGAINST
LIVESTOCK GRAZING ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from Idaho
[Mrs. CHENOWETH] is recognized for 10
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I
rise tonight to speak with you about an
issue that is taking place with regards
to the activities of the Bureau of Land
Management and the Rangeland Re-
form Act that is now pending before
the committees here in the House and
in the Senate. Shockingly the Bureau
of Land Management, Mr. Babbitt, and
the Clinton administration have or-
dered a communications plan designed
to discredit the Livestock Grazing Act
before committee hearings were even
held on the act and before the legisla-
tion has been finalized. It is obvious,
Mr. Speaker, that through this action
the Clinton administration has no de-
sire to work with Congress on grazing
issues so important to our lifestyle,
our culture, our economic base, and
our way of life in the West.

Mr. Speaker, the job of the Bureau of
Land Management is very plain and
simply to carry out the laws passed by
Congress, not to use taxpayer dollars
to lobby the media or attempt to write
their own laws.

Mr. Speaker, the Director of the Bu-
reau of Land Management in the State
of Nevada published in local news-
papers a lobbying effort against this
particular action. I am, Mr. Speaker,
calling on the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment to immediately cease spending
taxpayer money to spread false and
misleading information to the public
on the Public Rangeland Management
Act.

I need to remind the Bureau of Land
Management that the Hatch Act under
section 7322 of the United States Code
clearly states that an employee in an
executive agency or in the competitive
service may not use his official author-
ity or influence to coerce the political
action of a person or a body.

Section 303 of the Interior Appropria-
tion Act of 1995 clearly states that,
quote, no part of any appropriations
contained in this act shall be used for

any activities, for publications or dis-
tribution of literature that in any way
tend to promote public support or op-
position to any legislative proposal on
which congressional action is not com-
plete.

The Public Rangeland Management
Act currently under consideration by
the House and the Senate is the result
of hard work and lengthy discussions
from all parties involved with the use
and management of public rangelands.

Mr. Speaker, I intend to work as a
member of the House Committee on
Resources to schedule a special hearing
on the conduct of the Bureau of Land
Management to this issue. It is impera-
tive that we bring the separation of
powers back under control as envi-
sioned by our Founding Fathers.

Article I, section 1, of the United
States Constitution suggests, and
states, and mandates that the Congress
shall form all laws. It is the adminis-
tration’s responsibility simply to carry
out those laws. Many of these public
employees are very well paid. They
have very high positions, and to see
them blatantly ignore the Hatch Act
and other pieces of legislation which
have kept and maintained that separa-
tion of powers over these years, to see
it blatantly ignored, is alarming to me,
Mr. Speaker.

You know, today I had the fortune of
going to Fredericksburg and viewing
the battlefield there, viewing the bat-
tlefield where 35,000 young men from
age 12 up through their twenties are
buried, where only 15 percent of those
young men were identified with grave
markers. So much has gone before us,
Mr. Speaker, in order for us to main-
tain the concepts emboldened and em-
bodied in the Constitution of the sepa-
ration of powers, so much has gone be-
fore us in the way of sacrifice, and yet
today, yet today, we see public officials
blatantly ignore the laws of Congress
with absolutely no retribution or no
fear of retribution.

Mr. Speaker, it is only when we are
able to bring this out in the public and
the public is able to see and to say to
the lawmakers and to the policy mak-
ers in this Nation it is time, it is time,
Mr. Speaker, that the members of the
Bureau of Land Management and var-
ious other agencies abide by the same
course of law and standard of law that
nonpublic employees must live and
abide by.
f

WILL MEDICARE SEE ITS 40TH
BIRTHDAY?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. FOX] is recognized for 10
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, this week marks the 30th birthday
of Medicare, very important health
care program for our senior citizens,
and this week is very important, that
we look to Medicare and see how we



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H 8061July 31, 1995
can strengthen, preserve, and protect
Medicare.

We have heard disturbing news, how-
ever, that Medicare, as strong as it has
been, as much good as it has done,
could be in trouble unless we make
some changes. Currently the Medicare
board of trustees has reported in a bi-
partisan fashion to the Clinton admin-
istration that in fact, if Medicare is
not preserved, protected, and improved
within 7 years’ time, the Medicare
funds will be depleted. In fact, the hos-
pital insurance trust fund, which pays
beneficiaries’ bills, begins to run a defi-
cit in the near future. Only 2 years fol-
lowing the initial problems we will find
there to be $126 billion in the hole.

Republicans and some reform-minded
Democrats in the House of Representa-
tives recognize the gravity of the situa-
tion, Mr. Speaker, we know that Medi-
care must be protected for the sake of
current and future generations. To do
this, we have determined that there are
six basic principles which will guide
our efforts to strengthen, preserve and
protect the Medicare Program.

First, we must act immediately to
preserve Medicare for current retirees
and to protect the system for the next
generation of beneficiaries. The Presi-
dent’s trustees have reported that the
Medicare Part A Trust Fund will be
bankrupt in 7 years. Medicare must be
preserved and prompt, decisive action—
at once—is imperative.

Second, Medicare spending will in-
crease at a controlled rate. Under the
proposed new budget, spending per ben-
eficiary would increase at least from
$4,800 this year to $6,700 over the next
7 years, and that includes adjustment
for new beneficiaries.

Third, senior citizens deserve the
same choices available to other Ameri-
cans. Medicare currently gives seniors
only one choice—an outdated, bureau-
cratic fee-for-service program that is
rife with waste, fraud and abuse. Our
seniors, like all Americans, deserve to
choose a plan that best fits their per-
sonal needs.

Fourth, Government must not inter-
fere in the relationship between pa-
tients and their doctors. Medicare cur-
rently dictates to doctors how to treat
patients, limits patient options and
worse, it has buried both the patient
and the doctor under an avalanche of
duplicative regulations. To succeed in
reforming the system, we need to ease
this burden by reducing regulation and
needless paperwork.

Fifth, senior citizens should be re-
warded for helping to root out waste,
fraud and abuse in the system. Seniors
have proven themselves to be fine stew-
ards of public funds by frequently call-
ing attention to fraud and abuse in the
Medicare system. We need to reward
their efforts to make the system more
efficient. According to the Government
Accounting Office [GAO], there already
exists $44 billion in fraud, waste and
abuse in the Medicare/Medicaid sys-
tems.

Sixth, strengthening Medicare is too
important to be left to ‘‘politics as

usual.’’ All Americans see how impor-
tant it is for Medicare to be saved.
They expect Republicans and Demo-
crats to work together to get the job
done and that is exactly what we will
do, Mr. Speaker.

To help is find the best solutions on
a local level, many of us have formed
local Medicare preservation task
forces, as I have in the 13th District of
Pennsylvania. Our task force has taken
public testimony from doctors, health
care professionals, senior citizens, in-
surance companies, and health care
consumers to suggest a course of ac-
tion that we should take to preserve
and protect Medicare. The task force
has had four hearings, heard from doz-
ens of witnesses and has read volumes
of materials regarding possible solu-
tions. They are drafting a report which
has been prepared for my inspection on
September 5 when I will have a public
meeting in the district at a town meet-
ing at Montgomery County Community
College at 7 p.m. the day after Labor
Day. I will present the task force re-
port to the people of the 13th District,
and thereafter, Mr. Speaker, I will
transmit back to this House those sug-
gestions so that we may make the
kinds of legislative initiatives that will
preserve, protect, and preserve Medi-
care as the outstanding health care
program for our seniors which it has
been.

Saving Medicare will make the 30th
birthday of Medicare a happy occasion
after all. By working together, Repub-
licans and Democrats, we can save
Medicare for the beneficiary of today
and tomorrow, and by doing so we will
insure that Medicare will have a bright
future and many happy returns.
f

THE FAILURE TO ENFORCE
ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want-
ed to talk tonight briefly about what
happened with regard to the VA, HUD,
and EPA appropriations bill, and spe-
cifically the amendment sponsored by
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES]
and the gentleman from New York [Mr.
BOEHLERT] on a bipartisan basis which
was in effect turned around tonight.

Mr. Speaker, I think many people do
not realize in the House of Representa-
tives you can vote once in what we call
the Committee of the Whole, which is
what happened with this bill last week,
and have a vote one way, but again,
when the bill comes to the full House,
as it did tonight, you can have the
same amendment or provision, and the
bill can go another way, and what hap-
pened essentially, Mr. Speaker, is that
over the weekend the Republican lead-
ership spent a lot of time trying to
convince Members and get Members
back here so that in fact today, when
this amendment came up again, the
vote went the other way, and what I

consider a very good amendment that
was sponsored on a bipartisan basis by
both Democrats and Republicans was
defeated. The appropriations bill that
we took up today essentially does great
damage to the environment by includ-
ing something like 17 riders, as we call
them, that would prohibit expenditures
of funds for enforcement of environ-
mental protection.

Mr. Speaker, when I was first elected
to the House of Representatives back
in 1988, I believe the main reason I was
elected was because I said I would come
down here and try to protect the
oceans and try and protect the environ-
ment. We had gone through a summer
in New Jersey where we had medical
waste wash up on the beaches. Our
beaches were closed. People were very
concerned about what the Federal Gov-
ernment was doing to protect the envi-
ronment, particularly clean water, and
we passed some major legislation over
the last 7 or 8 years that increases pro-
tection of the environment not only
with clean water, but clean air and a
lot of other areas, and the most impor-
tant aspect of that is enforcement be-
cause, if you think about it, you can
pass all the environmental bills you
want, you can have every environ-
mental agency that you can possibly
have, but if you do not have the money
to hire people to go out and enforce the
law, you might as well not have the
laws on the books, and that is what we
were facing here today, a bill, an ap-
propriations bill, that cut back by one-
third the amount of money that was
available to the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency to enforce the law and rid-
ers, if you can call them, or provisions
that were put into this appropriations
bill that made it difficult, if not impos-
sible, for the EPA to enforce environ-
mental laws.

The amendment sponsored by the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES] and
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
BOEHLERT] would have changed all that
and taken out these riders, and, as I
said, it did pass last week, but over the
weekend a lot of pressure was put on
this Congress, particularly the Repub-
lican Members, to try to make sure
that that bill, that amendment failed
today, and it did in fact fail today.

b 2215

To give you an idea of some of the
provisions that are in this bill now,
without that amendment having
passed, the spending package includes
more than 17 substantive riders which
will gut key environmental provisions
by prohibiting spending for implemen-
tation and enforcement.

Mr. Speaker, let us talk about the
Clean Water Act, which is so important
to my district and to coastal states.
Basically, the bill would bring enforce-
ment of the existing law to a halt. It
stops enforcement of wetlands protec-
tion programs. It blocks the Great
Lakes water quality initiative. It bars
effluent guidelines and water quality
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standards. It freezes storm water per-
mits and it also stops enforcement of
sewer overflow permits. If you think of
those things collectively, they add up
to gutting the Clean Water Act.

With regard to the Clean Air Act, it
makes the clean air operating permit
program voluntary. It exempts refiner-
ies from air toxic standards. It allows
full credit for ineffective auto emission
inspection and maintenance programs.
It exempts the oil and gas industry
from accident prevention programs. It
provides special treatment for cement
kilns and exempts those kilns that
burn hazardous waste from air toxic
regulation, and it forbids trip reduc-
tion strategies in state clean air plans.

Mr. Speaker, some of these things I
am providing are from an analysis put
together by the Natural Resources De-
fense Council.

On the Safe Drinking Water Act,
which is so important to so many com-
munities in this country, the bill pro-
hibits, on EPA’s issuance of tap water
standards for arsenic, a known human
carcinogen, it prohibits the EPA’s issu-
ance of a tap water standard for radon
and other radionuclides. Other environ-
mental protection programs are gut-
ted. There is a threat, essentially, to
the community right to know program.
It is gutted. There are major cuts in
the energy efficiency program. It also
revokes the Delaney clause.

Mr. Speaker, the bill essentially re-
peals the Federal Food, Drug and Cos-
metic Act’s prohibition on the use of
cancer causing pesticides in foods when
the pesticides concentrate in processed
foods, such as in the making of apple
sauce. All in all, this is a very bad
piece of legislation. It is really a shame
tonight that we saw the reversal on the
Stokes-Boehlert amendment.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska (at the request
of Mr. ARMEY) for today and the bal-
ance of the week, on account of medi-
cal reasons.

Mrs. THURMAN (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today, on account of ill-
ness in the family.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mrs. SCHROEDER, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. MILLER of California, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. MARTINEZ, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MONTGOMERY, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. SKAGGS, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. HUNTER, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. MCKEON, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. SENSENBRENNER) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. WELLER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, on August

1.
Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania, for 5 min-

utes, on August 1.
(The following Member to revise and

extend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.

f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. FURSE) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mrs. SCHROEDER.
Mr. RAHALL.
Mr. STARK.
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois.
Mr. DIXON.
Mr. HILLIARD.
Mrs. MALONEY.
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.
Mr. BORSKI.
Mr. STOKES.
Mr. DINGELL and to include extra-

neous matter on H.R. 2099 in the Com-
mittee of the Whole today on the Din-
gell-Brown amendment.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut.
Mr. BAKER of California.
Mr. SCHIFF.
Mr. ALLARD.
Mr. HORN.
Mr. WAXMAN, notwithstanding the

fact that it exceeds two pages of the
RECORD and is estimated by the Public
Printer to cost $3,497.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 18 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, August 1, 1995, at 9 a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from

the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

1281. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting copies of international
agreements, other than treaties, entered into
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C.
112b(a); to the Committee on International
Relations.

1282. A letter from the Administrator,
Agency for International Development,
transmitting the quarterly update report on
development assistant program allocations
as of March 31, 1995, pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2413(a); to the Committee on International
Relations.

1283. A letter from the Administrator, Fed-
eral Aviation Administration, transmitting
the administration’s final environmental im-
pact statement [FEIS] on the effects of the
implementation of the expanded east coast
plan over the State of New Jersey, pursuant
to Public Law 101–508, section 9119(c) (104
Stat. 1388–369); to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. ROBERTS: Committee on Agriculture.
H.R. 701. A bill to authorize the Secretary of
Agriculture to convey lands to the city of
Rolla, MO; with an amendment (Rept. 104–
215). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. ROBERTS: Committee on Agriculture.
H.R. 1874. A bill to modify the boundaries of
the Talladega National Forest, Alabama;
with an amendment (Rept. 104–216). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 2017. A bill to
authorize an increased Federal share of the
costs of certain transportation projects in
the District of Columbia for fiscal years 1995
and 1996, and for other purposes; with an
amendment (Rept. 104–217 Pt. 1). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 1675. A bill to amend the Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge System Administra-
tion Act of 1966 to improve the management
of the National Wildlife Refuge System, and
for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. 104–218). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

f

SUBSEQUENT ACTION ON A
REPORTED BILL

Under clause 5 of rule X, the follow-
ing action was taken by the Speaker:

H.R. 2017. The Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight discharged.

H.R. 2017 referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

f

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol-
lowing action was taken by the Speak-
er:

H.R. 2017. Referral to the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight extended
for a period ending not later than July 31,
1995.
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. SCHIFF (for himself, Mr. FA-
WELL, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. WAMP, Mr.
BAKER of California, and Mrs.
MORELLA):

H.R. 2142. A bill to promote the scientific,
technological, and the national security in-
terests and industrial well-being of the Unit-
ed States through establishing missions for
and streamlining Department of Energy lab-
oratories, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Science, and in addition to
the Committee on National Security, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. ACKERMAN (for himself, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. BROWN
of California, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr.
DEUTSCH, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. FARR, Mr.
FAWELL, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Ms. FURSE, Mr. GILMAN, Mr.
GONZALEZ, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. JOHNSTON
of Florida, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. LANTOS,
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. LIPINSKI,
Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr.
MANTON, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. MARKEY,
Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. MINETA, Mrs.
MINK of Hawaii, Mr. MORAN, Mr.
NADLER, Mr. OWENS, Mr. PORTER, Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mrs. SCHROEDER,
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. STARK,
Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.
VENTO, Mr. WAXMAN, and Mr. YATES):

H.R. 2143. A bill to amend the Packers and
Stockyards Act, 1921, to make it unlawful for
any stockyard owner, market agency, or
dealer to transfer or market nonambulatory
cattle, sheep, swine, horses, mules, or goats,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska (for
himself, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. JACOBS,
Mr. SKELTON, Mr. EMERSON, Mr.
VOLKMER, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr.
FUNDERBURK, Mr. EHLERS, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. BRY-
ANT of Tennessee, Mr. BUNNING of
Kentucky, Mr. HEINEMAN, and Mr.
CHAMBLISS):

H.R. 2144. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, in a manner which ensures to a
greater degree the ability of utility providers
to establish, improve, operate, and maintain
utility structures, facilities, and equipment
for the benefit, safety, and well-being of con-
sumers by removing limitations on maxi-
mum driving and on-duty time in regard to
utility vehicle operators and drivers, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. GILCHREST (for himself, Mr.
SHUSTER, Mr. MINETA, Mr. WISE, and
Mr. WICKER):

H.R. 2145. A bill to reauthorize and make
reforms to programs authorized by the Pub-
lic Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 and the Appalachian Regional Develop-
ment Act of 1965; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, and in
addition to the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut:
H.R. 2146. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to extend the
nonconventional fuel tax credit; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROBERTS (for himself, Mr.
LUCAS, and Mrs. CHENOWETH):

H.R. 2147. A bill to amend the Federal Crop
Insurance Act to permit producers greater
discretion in deciding to purchase cata-
strophic risk protection and to amend the
Agricultural Act of 1949 to clarify the pre-
vented planting rule for the calculation of
crop acreage bases; to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER:
H. Con. Res. 89. Concurrent resolution

waiving provisions of the Legislative Reor-
ganization Act of 1970 requiring adjournment
of Congress by July 31; considered and agreed
to.

f

MEMORIALS
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori-

als were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

145. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
House of Representatives of the State of
Maine, relative to memorializing the Admin-
istrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to require development of a gasoline
that reduces ozone without endangering
health; to the Committee on Commerce.

146. Also, memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Texas, relative
to requesting the Congress of the United
States to continue its efforts to determine
the location and status of all U.S. military
personnel still missing in Southeast Asia; to
the Committee on International Relations.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors

were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 60: Mr. BONO and Mr. CANADY.
H.R. 533: Mr. EHLERS.
H.R. 580: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.

SANDERS, and Mr. MINETA.
H.R. 743: Mr. LATHAN and Mr. HANSEN.
H.R. 784: Mr. MCCOLLUM.
H.R. 789: Mr. GALLEGLY.
H.R. 863: Mr. SANDERS.
H.R. 940: Mr. DICKS, Mr. FLAKE, Ms. MCKIN-

NEY, Mr. TUCKER, Ms. WATERS, and Mr.
PALLONE.

H.R. 1226: Mr. EMERSON, Mr. ANDREWS, and
Mr. LINDER.

H.R. 1423: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. LI-
PINSKI, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. DEL-
LUMS, Mr. MINETA, Mr. KENNEDY of Massa-
chusetts, and Ms. DELAURO.

H.R. 1594: Mr. CALVERT.
H.R. 1619: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. HUNTER, and

Mr. LOBIONDO.
H.R. 1687: Mr. FOX, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.

PALLONE, and Mr. HINCHEY.
H.R. 1821: Mr. HORN, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr.

WALSH, Mr. RIGGS, and Mr. DOOLITTLE.
H.R. 1833: Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr. DELAY,

Mr. POMBO, Mr. SOUDER, and Mr. DICKEY.
H.R. 1846: Mr. BEREUTER and Mr. BONIOR.
H.R. 1974: Mr. HOEKSTRA.
H.R. 1978: Mr. ROHRABACHER.
H.R. 1980: Ms. NORTON, Mr. TORRES, Mr.

SCHUMER, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. TEJEDA, Mr. RO-
MERO-BARCELO, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, and Mr.
FLAKE.

H.R. 2045: Mr. MCDERMOTT.
H.J. Res. 70: Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey.
H. Res. 174: Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. CARDIN, Mr.

LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. WATT of North Caro-
lina, and Ms. FURSE.

H. Res. 200: Mr. FORBES.

f

AMENDMENTS
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-

posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 1555
OFFERED BY: MR. MARKEY

AMENDMENT NO. 2: Page 126, after line 16,
insert the following new subsection (and re-
designate the succeeding subsections and ac-
cordingly):

(f) STANDARD FOR UNREASONABLE RATES
FOR CABLE PROGRAMMING SERVICES.—Section
623(c)(2) of the Act (47 U.S.C. 543(C)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(2) STANDARD FOR UNREASONABLE RATES.—
The Commission may only consider a rate
for cable programming services to be unrea-
sonable if such rate has increased since June
1, 1995, determined on a per-channel basis, by
a percentage that exceeds the percentage in-
crease in the Consumer Price Index for All
Urban Consumers (as determined by the De-
partment of Labor) since such date.’’.

Page 127, line 4, strike ‘‘or 5 percent’’ and
all that follows through ‘‘greater,’’ on line 6.

Page 129, strike lines 16 through 21 and in-
sert the following:

‘‘(d) UNIFORM RATE STRUCTURE.—A cable
operator shall have a uniform rate structure
throughout its franchise area for the provi-
sion of cable services.’’.

Page 130, line 16, insert ‘‘and’’ after the
semicolon, and strike line 20 and all that fol-
lows through line 2 on page 131 and insert the
following:
directly to subscribers in the franchise area
and such franchise area is also served by an
unaffiliated cable system.’’.

Page 131, strike line 6 and all that follows
through line 21, and insert the following:

‘‘(m) SMALL CABLE SYSTEMS.—
‘‘(1) SMALL CABLE SYSTEM RELIEF.—A small

cable system shall not be subject to sub-
sections (a), (b), (c), or (d) in any franchise
area with respect to the provision of cable
programming services, or a basic service tier
where such tier was the only tier offered in
such area on December 31, 1994.

‘‘(2) DEFINITION OF SMALL CABLE SYSTEM.—
For purposes of this subsection, ‘small cable
system’ means a cable system that—

‘‘(A) directly or through an affiliate, serves
in the aggregate fewer than 250,000 cable sub-
scribers in the United States; and

‘‘(B) directly serves fewer than 10,000 cable
subscribers in its franchise area.’’.

H.R. 1555
OFFERED BY: MR. MARKEY

AMENDMENT NO. 3: Page 150, beginning on
line 24, strike paragraph (1) through line 17
on page 151 and insert the following:

‘‘(1) NATIONAL AUDIENCE REACH LIMITA-
TIONS.—The Commission shall prohibit a per-
son or entity from obtaining any license if
such license would result in such person or
entity directly or indirectly owning, operat-
ing, or controlling, or having a cognizable in-
terest in, television stations which have an
aggregate national audience reach exceeding
35 percent. Within 3 years after such date of
enactment, the Commission shall conduct a
study on the operation of this paragraph and
submit a report to the Congress on the devel-
opment of competition in the television mar-
ketplace and the need for any revisions to or
elimination of this paragraph.

Page 150, line 4, strike ‘‘(a) AMENDMENT.—
’’.

Page 150, line 9, after ‘‘section,’’ insert
‘‘and consistent with section 613(a) of this
Act,’’.

Page 154, strike lines 9 and 10.
H.R. 1555

OFFERED BY: MR. MARKEY

AMENDMENT NO. 4: Page 157, after line 21,
insert the following new section (and redes-
ignate the succeeding sections and conform
the table of contents accordingly):
SEC. 304. PARENTAL CHOICE IN TELEVISION

PROGRAMMING.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings:
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(1) Television influences children’s percep-

tion of the values and behavior that are com-
mon and acceptable in society.

(2) Television station operators, cable tele-
vision system operators, and video program-
mers should follow practices in connection
with video programming that take into con-
sideration that television broadcast and
cable programming has established a unique-
ly pervasive presence in the lives of Amer-
ican children.

(3) The average American child is exposed
to 25 hours of television each week and some
children are exposed to as much as 11 hours
of television a day.

(4) Studies have shown that children ex-
posed to violent video programming at a
young age have a higher tendency for violent
and aggressive behavior later in life that
children not so exposed, and that children
exposed to violent video programming are
prone to assume that acts of violence are ac-
ceptable behavior.

(5) Children in the United States are, on
average, exposed to an estimated 8,000 mur-
ders and 100,000 acts of violence on television
by the time the child completes elementary
school.

(6) Studies indicate that children are af-
fected by the pervasiveness and casual treat-
ment of sexual material on television, erod-
ing the ability of parents to develop respon-
sible attitudes and behavior in their chil-
dren.

(7) Parents express grave concern over vio-
lent and sexual video programming and
strongly support technology that would give
them greater control to block video pro-
gramming in the home that they consider
harmful to their children.

(8) There is a compelling governmental in-
terest in empowering parents to limit the
negative influences of video programming
that is harmful to children.

(9) Providing parents with timely informa-
tion about the nature of upcoming video pro-
gramming and with the technological tools
that allow them easily to block violent, sex-
ual, or other programming that they believe
harmful to their children is the least restric-
tive and most narrowly tailored means of
achieving that compelling governmental in-
terest.

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF TELEVISION RATING
CODE.—Section 303 of the Act (47 U.S.C. 303)
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

‘‘(v) Prescribe—
‘‘(1) on the basis of recommendations from

an advisory committee established by the
Commission that is composed of parents, tel-
evision broadcasters, television program-
ming producers, cable operators, appropriate
public interest groups, and other interested
individuals from the private sector and that
is fairly balanced in terms of political affili-
ation, the points of view represented, and the
functions to be performed by the committee,
guidelines and recommended procedures for
the identification and rating of video pro-
gramming that contains sexual, violent, or
other indecent material about which parents
should be informed before it is displayed to
children, provided that nothing in this para-
graph shall be construed to authorize any
rating of video programming on the basis of
its political or religious content; and

‘‘(2) with respect to any video program-
ming that has been rated (whether or not in
accordance with the guidelines and rec-
ommendations prescribed under paragraph
(1)), rules requiring distributors of such
video programming to transmit such rating
to permit parents to block the display of
video programming that they have deter-
mined is inappropriate for their children.’’.

(c) REQUIREMENT FOR MANUFACTURE OF
TELEVISIONS THAT BLOCK PROGRAMS.—Sec-

tion 303 of the Act, as amended by subsection
(a), is further amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(w) Require, in the case of apparatus de-
signed to receive television signals that are
manufactured in the United States or im-
ported for use in the United States and that
have a picture screen 13 inches or greater in
size (measured diagonally), that such appara-
tus be equipped with circuitry designed to
enable viewers to block display of all pro-
grams with a common rating, except as oth-
erwise permitted by regulations pursuant to
section 330(c)(4).’’.

(d) SHIPPING OR IMPORTING OF TELEVISIONS
THAT BLOCK PROGRAMS.—

(1) REGULATIONS.—Section 330 of the Com-
munications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 330) is
amended—

(A) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d); and

(B) by adding after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing new subsection (c):

‘‘(c)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2),
no person shall ship in interstate commerce,
manufacture, assemble, or import from any
foreign country into the United States any
apparatus described in section 303(w) of this
Act except in accordance with rules pre-
scribed by the Commission pursuant to the
authority granted by that section.

‘‘(2) This subsection shall not apply to car-
riers transporting apparatus referred to in
paragraph (1) without trading it.

‘‘(3) The rules prescribed by the Commis-
sion under this subsection shall provide for
the oversight by the Commission of the
adoption of standards by industry for block-
ing technology. Such rules shall require that
all such apparatus be able to receive the rat-
ing signals which have been transmitted by
way of line 21 of the vertical blanking inter-
val and which conform to the signal and
blocking specifications established by indus-
try under the supervision of the Commission.

‘‘(4) As new video technology is developed,
the Commission shall take such action as
the Commission determines appropriate to
ensure that blocking service continues to be
available to consumers. If the Commission
determines that an alternative blocking
technology exists that—

‘‘(A) enables parents to block programming
based on identifying programs without rat-
ings,

‘‘(B) is available to consumers at a cost
which is comparable to the cost of tech-
nology that allows parents to block pro-
gramming based on common ratings, and

‘‘(C) will allow parents to block a broad
range of programs on a multichannel system
as effectively and as easily as technology
that allows parents to block programming
based on common ratings,

the Commission shall amend the rules pre-
scribed pursuant to section 303(w) to require
that the apparatus described in such section
be equipped with either the blocking tech-
nology described in such section or the alter-
native blocking technology described in this
paragraph.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
330(d) of such Act, as redesignated by sub-
section (a)(1), is amended by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 303(s), and section 303(u)’’ and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘‘and sections 303(s), 303(u),
and 303(w)’’.

(e) APPLICABILITY AND EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) APPLICABILITY OF RATING PROVISION.—

The amendment made by subsection (b) of
this section shall take effect 1 year after the
date of enactment of this Act, but only if the
Commission determines, in consultation
with appropriate public interest groups and
interested individuals from the private sec-
tor, that distributors of video programming
have not, by such date—

(A) established voluntary rules for rating
video programming that contains sexual,
violent, or other indecent material about
which parents should be informed before it is
displayed to children, and such rules are ac-
ceptable to the Commission; and

(B) agreed voluntarily to broadcast signals
that contain ratings of such programming.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE OF MANUFACTURING PRO-
VISION.—In prescribing regulations to imple-
ment the amendment made by subsection
(c), the Federal Communications Commis-
sion shall, after consultation with the tele-
vision manufacturing industry, specify the
effective date for the applicability of the re-
quirement to the apparatus covered by such
amendment, which date shall not be less
than one year after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

H.R. 1555
OFFERED BY: MR. MORAN

AMENDMENT NO. 5: Page 90, beginning on
line 11, strike paragraph (7) through page 93,
line 6, and insert the following:

‘‘(7) FACILITIES SITING.—(A) Except as pro-
vided in subparagraph (B), the Commission
shall be prohibited from engaging in any
rulemaking that preempts or has the effect
of preempting State or local regulation of
the placement, construction, modification,
or operation of facilities for the provision of
commercial mobile services.

‘‘(B) No State or local government or any
instrumentality thereof may regulate the
placement construction, modification, or op-
eration of such facilities on the basis of the
environmental effects of radio frequency
emissions, to the extent that such facilities
comply with the Commission’s regulations
concerning such emissions.

‘‘(C) A State or local government or any
instrumentality thereof may regulate the
placement, construction, modification, or
operation of such facilities if—

‘‘(i) the regulation of the placement, con-
struction, and modification of facilities for
the provision of commercial mobile services
by any State or local government or instru-
mentality thereof—

‘‘(I) is reasonable, does not discriminate
among commercial mobile service providers,
and is limited to the minimum necessary to
accomplish the State or local government’s
legitimate purposes; and

‘‘(II) does not prohibit or have the effect of
precluding any commercial mobile service;
and

‘‘(ii) a State or local government or instru-
mentality thereof acts on any request for au-
thorization to locate, construct, modify, or
operate facilities for the provision of com-
mercial mobile services within a reasonable
period of time after the request is fully filed
with such government or instrumentality;
and

‘‘(iii) any decision by a State or local gov-
ernment or instrumentality thereof to deny
a request for authorization to locate, con-
struct, modify, or operate facilities for the
provision of commercial mobile services is in
writing and is supported by substantial evi-
dence contained in a written record.

‘‘(D) Any person adversely affected by any
final determination made by a State or local
government or any instrumentality thereof
under this paragraph shall commence an ac-
tion within 120 days after receiving such de-
termination in (i) the district court of the
United States for any judicial district in
which the instrumentality is located; or (2)
in any State court of general jurisdiction
having jurisdiction over the parties.’’.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. BATEMAN

AMENDMENT NO. 12: Page 28, line 11, insert
‘‘(increased by $8,000,000)’’ after the dollar
amount.
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H.R. 2126

OFFERED BY: MR. BATEMAN

AMENDMENT NO. 13: Page 28, line 11, strike
‘‘$13,110,335,000’’ and insert ‘‘$13,118,335,000’’.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. BURTON OF INDIANA

AMENDMENT NO. 14: Page 94, after line 3, in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. 8107. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used for the procurement
of Army projectiles, except when it is made
known to the Federal official having author-
ity to obligate or expend such funds that
such procurement is in compliance with the
Competition in Contracting Act.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. DORNAN

AMENDMENT NO. 15: Page 94, after line 3, in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. 8107. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to administer any
policy that permits the performance of abor-
tions at medical treatment or other facili-
ties of the Department of Defense, except
when it is made known to the Federal offi-
cial having authority to obligate or expend
such funds that the life of the mother would
be endangered if the fetus were carried to
term.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. FARR

AMENDMENT NO. 16: Page 94, after line 3, in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. 8107. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act or any other Act for any fiscal
year may be obligated or expended in a total
amount in excess of $6,700,000 for the reloca-
tion of Fort Bliss, Texas, as a result of the
report of the 1995 Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission, of the activity of
the Army Operational Test and Experimen-
tation Command that is located at Fort Hun-
ter Liggett, California, as of July 1, 1995.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. FARR

AMENDMENT NO. 17: Page 94, after line 3, in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. 8107. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act or any other Act for any fiscal
year may be obligated or expended in a total
amount in excess of $6,700,000 for the reloca-
tion, as a result of the report of the 1995 De-
fense Base Closure and Realignment Com-
mission, of the activity of the Army Oper-
ational Test and Experimentation Command
that is located at Fort Hunter Liggett, Cali-
fornia, as of July 1, 1995.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. KASICH

AMENDMENT NO. 18: Page 94, after line 3, in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. 8107. (a) None of the funds provided in
this Act may be obligated or expended for
new production aircraft for the B–2 bomber
aircraft program.

(b) The amount otherwise provided in title
II of this Act for ‘‘AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT,
AIR FORCE’’ is reduced by $493,000,000.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. NEUMANN

AMENDMENT NO. 19: On page 8 of the bill,
line 1, strike out ‘‘$18,999,825,000’’ and insert
in lieu thereof ‘‘$18,998,131,000’’.

On page 9 of the bill, line 4, strike out
‘‘$18,894,397,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof
‘‘$18,873,793,000’’.

On page 10 of the bill, line 10, strike out
‘‘$857,042,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof
‘‘$841,565,000’’.

On page 10 of the bill, line 21, strike out
‘‘$104,783,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof
‘‘$102,079,000’’.

On page 12 of the bill, line 3, strike out
‘‘$2,344,008,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof
‘‘$2,334,487,000’’.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. NEUMANN

AMENDMENT NO. 20: On page 8 of the bill,
line 1, strike out ‘‘$18,999,825,000’’ and insert
in lieu thereof ‘‘$18,998,131,000’’.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. NEUMANN

AMENDMENT NO. 21: On page 9 of the bill,
line 4, strike out ‘‘$18,894,397,000’’ and insert
in lieu thereof ‘‘$18,873,793,000’’.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. NEUMANN

AMENDMENT NO. 22: On page 10 of the bill,
line 10, strike out ‘‘$857,042,000’’ and insert in
lieu thereof ‘‘$841,565,000’’.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. NEUMANN

AMENDMENT NO. 23: On page 10 of the bill,
line 21, strike out ‘‘$104,783,000’’ and insert in
lieu thereof ‘‘$102,079,000’’.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. NEUMANN

AMENDMENT NO. 24: On page 12 of the bill,
line 3, strike out ‘‘$2,344,008,000’’ and insert
in lieu thereof ‘‘$2,334,487,000’’.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. NEUMANN

AMENDMENT NO. 25: Page 88, after line 3,
after ‘‘for the current fiscal year’’ insert ‘‘or
prior fiscal years.’’

Page 88, line 5, strike ‘‘serving in an oper-
ation’’ and all that follows through line 10
and insert ‘‘participating in an operation de-
scribed in subsection (b) unless the partici-
pation of United States Armed Forces units
in such operation is previously authorized by
law or conditions meeting subsection (d)
apply.’’

Page 89, strike line 12 and all that follows
through line 18 on page 90.

Page 90, line 19, strike ‘‘(d)’’ and insert
‘‘(c)’’.

Page 91, strike lines 3 through 12 and insert
new subsection ‘‘(d) None of the funds pro-
vided in this Act may be obligated or ex-
pended for the participation of United States
Armed Forces in any operation in the terri-
tory of the former Yugoslavia for a period in
excess of 60 days after the date of initial de-
ployment above the level of forces so de-
ployed as of date of enactment.’’

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. NEUMANN

AMENDMENT NO. 26: On page 94 of the bill,
after line 3, add the following section:

SEC. . (a) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act, the amount appropriated
by this Act for ‘‘Operation and Maintenance,
Army’’ is hereby reduced by $1,694,000: Pro-
vided, That not more than $6,652,000 of the
funds made available under that heading
shall be available for operational support
airlift.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, the amount appropriated by this
Act for ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air
Force’’ is hereby reduced by $20,604,000: Pro-
vided, That not more than $80,896,000 of the
funds made available under that heading
shall be available for operational support
airlift.

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, the amount appropriated by this
Act for ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Navy
Reserve’’ is hereby reduced by $15,477,000:
Provided, That not more than $60,767,000 of
the funds made available under that heading
shall be available for operational support
airlift.

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, the amount appropriated by this
Act for ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Marine
Corps Reserve’’ is hereby reduced by

$2,704,000: Provided, That not more than
$10,614,000 of the funds made available under
that heading shall be available for oper-
ational support airlift.

(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, the amount appropriated by this
Act for ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army
National Guard’’ is hereby reduced by
$9,521,000: Provided, That not more than
$37,379,000 of the funds made available under
that heading shall be available for oper-
ational support airlift.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. NEUMANN

AMENDMENT NO. 27: Page 94, line 3, insert
the following new section:

SEC. 8107. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be obligated or expended for
the construction, operation, or administra-
tion of any golf course or other golf facility
at Andrew Air Force Base, Maryland (other
than for a golf course or golf facilities in ex-
istence on the date of the enactment of this
Act).

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. NEUMANN

AMENDMENT NO. 28: Page 94, after line 3, in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. 8107. None of the funds provided in
this Act may be obligated or expended for
the participation of United States Armed
Forces in any operation in the territory of
the former Yugoslavia for a period in excess
of 60 days after the date of initial deploy-
ment or 60 days after the passage of this Act
above the level of forces so deployed as of
date of enactment.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 29: Page 8, line 1, strike
‘‘$18,999,825,000’’ and insert ‘‘$18,809,825,000’’.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 30: Page 8, line 13, strike
‘‘$20,846,710,000’’ and insert ‘‘$20,756,710,000’’.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 31: Page 9, line 4, strike
‘‘$18,894,397,000’’ and insert ‘‘$18,804,397,000’’.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 32: Page 9, line 11, strike
‘‘$9,958,810,000’’ and insert ‘‘$9,918,810,000’’.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 33: Page 28, line 11, strike
‘‘$13,110,335,000’’ and insert ‘‘$12,910,335,000’’.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 34: Page 23, line 17, strike
‘‘$7,162,603,000’’ and insert ‘‘$6,669,603,000’’.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 35: Page 23, line 17, strike
‘‘$7,162,603,000’’ and insert ‘‘$7,112,603,000’’.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 36: Page 26, line 10, strike
‘‘$908,125,000’’ and insert ‘‘$569,125,000’’.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 37: Page 28, line 11, strike
‘‘$13,110,335,000’’ and insert ‘‘$12,110,335,000’’.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 38: Page 28, line 24, strike
‘‘$9,029,666,000’’ and insert ‘‘$8,579,666,000’’.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS

AMENDMENT NO. 39: Page 94, after line 3, in-
sert the following new section:
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SEC. 8107. None of the funds made available

in this Act may be used for salaries or ex-
penses of any personnel of the Department of
Defense who authorize, execute, or imple-
ment any procurement contract that is pro-
hibited by section 4(a) of the Buy American
Act (41 U.S.C. 10b–1(a)).

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS

AMENDMENT NO. 40: Page 94, after line 3, in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. 8107. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used for salaries or ex-
penses of any personnel of the Department of
Defense who authorize, execute, or imple-
ment any procurement contract when it is
made known to the Federal official having
authority to obligate or expend such funds
that such contract is contrary to subsection
(a) of section 4 of the Buy American Act (41
U.S.C. 10b–1), without regard to subsections
(b) and (c) of such section.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS

AMENDMENT NO. 41. Page 94, after line 3, in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. 8107. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used for the salaries or
expenses of any personnel of the Department
of Defense who authorize, execute, or imple-
ment any procurement contract for produc-
tion or manufacture of an article outside of
the United States after the national unem-
ployment rate for the United States during
the first 6 months of fiscal year 1995 exceeded
4 percent.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS

AMENDMENT NO. 42: Page 94, after line 3, in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. 8107. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used for the salaries or
expenses of any personnel of the Department
of Defense who authorize, execute, or imple-
ment any procurement contract when it is
made known to the Federal official having
authority to obligate or expend such funds
that—

(1) such contract is for production or man-
ufacture of an article outside of the United
States; and

(2) the national unemployment rate for the
United States during first 6 months of fiscal
year 1995 exceeds 4 percent.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MRS. SCHROEDER

AMENDMENT NO. 43: Page 94, after line 3, in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. 8107. Each amount appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act that is
not required to be appropriated or otherwise
made available by a provision of law is here-
by reduced by 3 percent.

H.R. 2126
OFFERED BY: MR. SKAGGS

AMENDMENT NO. 44: Page 9, line 11, strike
‘‘$9,958,810,000’’ and in lieu thereof insert
‘‘$9,953,810,000’’; on page 35, line 11, strike
‘‘$75,683,000’’ and in lieu thereof insert
‘‘$80,683,000’’.

H.R. 2126

OFFERED BY: MR. SPRATT

AMENDMENT NO. 45: Page 94, after line 3, in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. 8107. (a) Of the funds provided in title
IV of this Act, not more than $100,442,000
may be obligated or expended for research,
development, test, and evaluation for the
Sea-Based Wide Area Defense (Navy Upper
Tier) program, notwithstanding the proviso
in the paragraph under the heading ‘‘RE-
SEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUA-
TION, DEFENSE-WIDE’’.

(b) The amount otherwise provided in title
IV of this Act for ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT,
TEST AND EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE’’ is re-
duced by $100,000,000.

H.R. 2126

OFFERED BY: MR. STOCKMAN

AMENDMENT NO. 47. On page 90, line 23,
strike the word ‘‘should’’ and replace it with
‘‘must’’.

H.R. 2126

OFFERED BY: MS. WOOLSEY

AMENDMENT NO. 47: Page 94 after line 3, in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. 8107. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be used to modify any Trident
I submarine to enable that submarine to be
deployed with Trident II (D–5) missiles.

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MR. BLUTE

AMENDMENT NO. 18: Page 75, after line 24,
insert the following section:

SEC. 514. Of the total amount made avail-
able in titles I through IV of this Act, there
is hereby made available for carrying out
title XXVI of the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1981 an amount that is equal to
2 percent of such total amount (exclusive of
funds that are by law required to be made
available) and that is derived by hereby re-
ducing each account in such titles (exclusive
of such funds) on a pro rata basis to provide
such 2 percent.

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MR. EWING

AMENDMENT NO. 19: Page 88, after line 7, in-
sert the following new title:

TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

SEC. 701. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to enforce the re-
quirements of section 428(b)(1)(U)(iii) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 with respect to
any lender when it is made known to the
Federal official having authority to obligate
or expend such funds that the lender has a
loan portfolio under part B of title IV of such
Act that is equal to or less than $5,000,000.

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MR. EWING

AMENDMENT NO. 20: Page 88, after line 7, in-
sert the following new title:

TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

SEC. 701. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to enforce the re-
quirements of section 428(b)(1)(U)(iii) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 with respect to
any lender when it is made known to the
Federal official having authority to obligate
or expend such funds that the lender has a
loan portfolio under part B of title IV of such
Act that is equal to or less than $10,000,000.

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MR. GOODLING

AMENDMENT NO. 21: Page 45, line 7, strike
‘‘$1,057,919,000,’’ and insert ‘‘$1,062,788,000, of
which $4,869,000 shall be for the National In-
stitute for Literacy; and’’.

Page 49, line 1, strike ‘‘$255,107,000’’ and in-
sert ‘‘$250,238,000’’.

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MR. GOODLING

AMENDMENT NO. 22: Page 88, after line 7, in-
sert the following new item:

TITLE VII—LITERACY PROGRAM

NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR LITERACY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses to carry out the literacy pro-
gram of the National Institute for Literacy
under section 384 of the Adult Education Act

(20 U.S.C. 1213c), to be derived from amounts
provided in this Act for ‘‘EDUCATION, RE-
SEARCH, STATISTICS, AND IMPROVEMENT’’,
$4,869,000.

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MR. HASTINGS OF FLORIDA

AMENDMENT NO. 23: Strike section 509 (page
69, lines 12 through 17) (and redesignate the
succeeding sections accordingly).

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MR. HASTINGS OF FLORIDA

AMENDMENT NO. 24: Strike title VI (page 76,
line 1 through page 88, line 7).

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MR. HOEKSTRA

AMENDMENT NO. 25: Page 55, strike line 20
and all that follows through page 56, line 19
(relating to the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting).

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MR. HOEKSTRA

AMENDMENT NO. 26: Page 88, after line 7, in-
sert the following new title:

TITLE VII—TRAVEL FUNDS

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be used by the National Labor
Relations Board for travel when it is made
known to the Federal official having author-
ity to obligate or expend such funds that—

(1) such travel is not directly related to
conducting elections under section 9 of the
National Labor Relations Act or preventing
unfair labor practices under section 10 of
such Act by the Chairman or other Members
of the National Labor Relations Board; and

(2) a written decision has not been issued
by the Board in the review of the Adminis-
trative Law Judge decision, dated May 29,
1992, in California Saw and Knife Works.

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MR. SAM JOHNSON OF TEXAS

AMENDMENT NO. 27. Page 41, after line 8, in-
sert the following section:

SEC. 210. Each dollar amount otherwise
specified in the account in this title relating
to ‘‘AGENCY FOR HEALTH CARE POLICY AND
RESEARCH—HEALTH CARE POLICY AND RE-
SEARCH’’ is reduced to $0.

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MR. KOLBE

AMENDMENT NO. 28: Page 69, strike lines 12
through 17 and insert the following:

SEC. 509. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of title XIX of the Social Security Act,
for quarters beginning on or after October 1,
1993, the Federal medical assistance percent-
age applicable under such title with respect
to medical assistance which consists of abor-
tions furnished where the pregnancy is the
result of an act of rape or incest shall be 100
percent.

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MRS. LOWEY

AMENDMENT NO. 29: On page 45 line 15,
strike ‘‘and 3’’ and insert ‘‘3 and 4’’ and on
page 45 line 17, strike $6,916,915,000 and insert
$7,056,915,000 on page 32 line 8 after the word
‘‘expended’’ insert:

‘‘: Provided, that none of the funds in this
Act may be used to reimburse any State for
expenditures incurred under title XIX of the
Social Security Act based on a Federal
matching rate under section 1905(b) or any
related provision in excess of 71 percentum.’’

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MRS. LOWEY

AMENDMENT NO. 30: On page 45 line 15,
strike ‘‘and 3’’ and insert ‘‘3 and 4’’ and on
page 45 line 17, strike $6,916,915,000 and insert
$6,920,915,000.
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H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MRS. LOWEY

AMENDMENT NO. 31: On page 45 strike out
all beginning on line 21 through the word
‘‘purpose:’’ on line 8 of page 46.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MRS. LOWEY

AMENDMENT NO. 32: On page 69, strike lines
12—17.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 33: On page 3 line 11 strike
$350,000,000 and insert $385,000,000.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 34: On page 3 line 11 strike
$350,000,000 and insert $385,000,000.

On page 22 line 16 strike $2,927,122,000 and
insert $2,973,122,000.

On page 33 line 12 strike $2,136,824,000 and
insert $2,140,824,000.

On page 33 line 15 strike $2,136,824,000 and
insert $2,140,824,000.

On page 35 line 15 strike $1,000,000,000 and
insert $100,000,000.

On page 37 line 7 strike $4,543,343,000 and
insert $4,662,343,000.

On page 37 line 23 strike $778,246,000 and in-
sert $827,246,000.

On page 43 line 22 strike $3,092,491,000 and
insert $3,213,491,000.

On page 44 line 11 strike $4,000,000 and in-
sert $5,500,000.

On page 44 line 15 strike $39,737,000 and in-
sert $41,737,000.

On page 44 line 24 strike $72,028,000 and in-
sert $78,528,000.

On page 55 line 19 strike $168,974,000 and in-
sert $184,974,000.

On page 32 line 8 after the word ‘‘ex-
pended’’ insert:

‘‘: Provided, that none of the funds in this
Act may be used to reimburse any State for
expenditures incurred under title XIX of the
Social Security Act based on a Federal
matching rate under section 1905(b) or any
related provision in excess of 65 percentum.’’

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 35: On page 18, strike lines
17 through 24.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 36: On page 18, strike lines
17 through 24.

On page 19 strike out all beginning on line
1 through line 14 on page 20.

On page 20 strike out lines 15 through 22.
On page 20 strike out all beginning on line

23 though line 12 on page 21.
On page 21 strike out lines 13 through 23.
On page 41 strike lines 6 through 8.
On page 51, strike out all beginning after

‘‘1996’’ on line 12 through line 18 on page 52.
On page 54 strike lines 6 through 18.
On page 58 strike all beginning after the

word ‘‘purposes’’ on line 20 through page 60
line 8.

On page 69 strike lines 12 through 17.
On page 70 strike all beginning on line 17

through line 8 on page 71.
On page 71 strike all beginning on line 7

through line 15 on page 72.
Strike title VI of the bill beginning on

page 76 line 1 through line 7 on page 88.
H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 37: On page 19 strike out
all beginning on line 1 through line 14 on
page 20.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 38: On page 20 strike out
lines 15 through 22.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 39: On page 20 strike out
all beginning on line 23 though line 12 on
page 21.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 40: On page 21 strike out
lines 13 through 23.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 41: On page 22 line 16
strike $2,927,122,000 and insert $2,973,122,000.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 42: on page 32 line 8 after
the word ‘‘expended’’ insert:
‘‘: Provided that none of the funds in this
Act may be used to reimburse any State for
expenditures incurred under titles XIX of the
Social Security Act based on a Federal
matching rate under section 1905(b) or any
related provision in excess of 65 percentum’’.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 43: on page 33 line 12 strike
$2,136,824 and insert $2,140,824,000 and on page
33 line 15 strike $2,136,824,000 and insert
$2,140,824,000.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 44: on page 35 line 15 strike
$1,000,000,000 and insert $100,000,000.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY : MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 45: on page 37 line 7 strike
$4,543,343,000 and insert $4,662,343,000.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 46: on page 37 line 23 strike
$778,246,000 and insert $827,246,000.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 47: on page 41 strike lines
6 through 8.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 48: on page 32 line 22 strike
$3,092,491,000 and insert $3,213,491,000.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 49: on page 44 line 11 strike
$4,000,000 and insert $5,500,000.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 50: on page 44 line 15 strike
$39,737,000 and insert $41,737,000.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 51: on page 44 line 24 strike
$72,028,000 and insert $78,528,000.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 52: on page 51, strike out
all beginning after ‘‘1996’’ on line 12 through
line 18 on page 52.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 53: on page 54 strike lines
6 through 18.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 54: on page 55 line 19 strike
$168,974,000 and insert $184,974,000.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 55: On page 58 strike all
beginning after the word ‘‘purposes’’ on line
20 through page 60 line 8.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 56: On page 69 strike lines
12 through 17.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 57: On page 70 strike all
beginning on line 17 through line 6 on page
71.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 58: On page 71 strike all
beginning on line 7 through line 15 on page
72.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. OBEY

AMENDMENT NO. 59: Strike title VI of the
bill beginning on page 76 line 1 through line
7 on page 88.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MS. PELOSI

AMENDMENT NO. 60: Page 20, strike lines 15
through 22 (relating to OSHA ergonomic pro-
tection standards).

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MS. PELOSI

AMENDMENT NO. 61: Page 58, line 20, strike
the colon and all that follows through ‘‘Act’’
on page 59, line 8 (relating to NLRB and salt-
ing).

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MS. PELOSI

AMENDMENT NO. 62: Page 59, line 8, strike
the colon and all that follows through ‘‘evi-
dence’’ on page 60, line 8 (relating to NLRB
section 10(j) authority).

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS

AMENDMENT NO. 63: Page 88, after line 7, in-
sert the following new title:

TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

SEC. 701. (a) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS
FOR AGREEMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENT OF
DRUGS.—None of the funds made available in
this Act may be used by the Director of the
National Institutes of Health to enter into—

(1) an agreement on the conveyance or li-
censing of a patent for a drug, or another ex-
clusive right to a drug;

(2) an agreement on the use of information
derived from animal tests or human clinical
trials conducted by the National Institutes
of Health on a drug, including an agreement
under which such information is provided by
the National Institutes of Health to another
on an exclusive basis; or

(3) a cooperative research and development
agreement under section 12 of the Stevenson-
Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 1980 (15
U.S.C. 3710a) pertaining to a drug.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply when it is made known to the Federal
officer having authority to obligate or ex-
pend the funds involved that—

(1) the sale of the drug involved is subject
to a reasonable price agreement; or

(2) a reasonable price agreement regarding
the sale of such drug is not required by the
public interest.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. SKAGGS

AMENDMENT NO. 64: Page 76, strike line 1
and all that follows through page 88, line 7.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. SOLOMON

AMENDMENT NO. 65: Page 88, after line 7, in-
sert the following new title:

TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

SEC. 701. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to study or research
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the legalization of any drug or other sub-
stance included in schedule I of the schedules
of controlled substances established by sec-
tion 202 of the Controlled Substances Act (21
U.S.C. 812).

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. STOCKMAN

AMENDMENT NO. 66: On page 41, strike lines
9 and 10 and add the following new section:

‘‘SEC. 209. No funds appropriated under the
provisions of this title may be used for fund-
ing to any jurisdiction that sanctions physi-
cian-assisted suicide.

‘‘This title may be cited as the ‘Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services Appro-
priations Act of 1996’.’’.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. STOKES

AMENDMENT NO. 67: On page 2 line 15, strike
$3,180,441,000 and insert $4,355,441,000.

On page 2 line 16, strike $2,936,154,000 and
insert $3,436,154,000.

On page 2 line 21 strike $95,000,000 and in-
sert $120,000,000.

On page 2 line 23, after the ‘‘:’’ insert:

‘‘ and of which $650,000,000 shall be available
from January 1, 1996, through June 30, 1996
for the Summer Youth Employment and
Training Program

On page 3 line 3, strike $830,000,000 and in-
sert $930,000,000.

On page 3 line 4 strike $126,672,000 and in-
sert $276,672,000.

On page 41 line 4, strike $95,000,000 and in-
sert $120,000,000.

On page 45 line 7, strike $1,057,919,000 and
insert $1,157,919,000.

On page 45 line 8, strike $1,055,000,000 and
insert $1,155,000,000.

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MR. STOKES

AMENDMENT NO. 68: On page 2 line 15, strike
$3,180,441,000 and insert $4,355,441,000.

On page 2 line 16, strike $2,936,154,000 and
insert $3,436,154,000.

On page 2 line 21 strike $95,000,000 and in-
sert $120,000,000.

On page 2 line 23, after the ‘‘:’’ insert:

‘‘ and of which $650,000,000 shall be available
from January 1, 1996, through June 30, 1996
for the Summer Youth Employment and
Training Program.

On page 3 line 3, strike $830,000,000 and in-
sert $930,000,000.

On page 3 line 4 strike $126,672,000 and in-
sert $276,672,000.

On page 41 line 4, strike $95,000,000 and in-
sert $120,000,000.

On page 45 line 7, strike $1,057,919,000 and
insert $1,157,919,000.

On page 45 line 8, strike $1,055,000,000 and
insert $1,155,000,000.

On page 32 line 8 after the word ‘‘ex-
pended’’ insert:

‘‘: Provided, that none of the funds in this
Act may be used to reimburse any State for
expenditures incurred under title XIX of the
Social Security Act based on a Federal
matching rate under section 1905(b) or any
related provision in excess of 69 percentum’’.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. STOKES

AMENDMENT NO. 69: on page 2 line 15, strike
$3,180,441,000 and insert $4,355,441,000, on line
16, strike $2,936,154,000 and insert
$3,436,154,000, on line 21 strike $95,000,000 and
insert $120,000,000, on line 23, after the ‘‘:’’ in-
sert:
‘‘ and of which $650,000,000 shall be available
from January 1, 1996, through June 30, 1996
for the Summer Youth Employment and
Training Program’’.
and on page 3 line 3, strike $830,000,000 and
insert $930,000,000 and on line 4 strike
$126,672,000 and insert $276,672,000.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. STOKES

AMENDMENT NO. 70: on page 2 line 15, strike
$3,180,441,000 and insert $3,185,441,000, on line
16, strike $2,936,154,000 and insert
$2,941,154,000, and on line 21 strike $95,000,000
and insert $100,000,000.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. STOKES

AMENDMENT NO. 71: on page 32 line 8 after
the word ‘‘expended’’ insert:
‘‘: Provided, That none of the funds in this
Act may be used to reimburse any State for
expenditures incurred under title XIX of the
Social Security Act based on a Federal
matching rate under section 1905(b) or any
related provisions in excess of 65 percentum’’

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. STOKES

AMENDMENT NO. 72: on page 41 line 4, strike
$95,000,000 and insert $120,000,000.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. STOKES

AMENDMENT NO. 73: on page 45, line 7,
strike $1,057,919,000 and insert $1,157,919,000
and on line 8, strike $1,055,000,000 and insert
$1,155,000,000.

H.R. 2127
OFFERED BY: MR. TRAFICANT

AMENDMENT NO. 74: Page 88, after line 7, in-
sert the following new title:

TITLE VII—GIFTED AND TALENTED
PROGRAMS

JACOB K. JAVITS GIFTED AND TALENTED
STUDENTS

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the gifted and talented programs as
authorized under subtitle B of title X of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (29 U.S.C. 8031 et seq.), to be derived

from amounts provided in this Act for ‘‘RE-
LATED AGENCIES—OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY
AND HEALTH REVIEW COMMISSION—SALARIES
AND EXPENSES’’, $9,500,000.

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MS. WATERS

AMENDMENT NO. 75: Page 2, line 15, after
the dollar amount, insert the following: ‘‘(in-
creased by $55,000,000)’’.

Page 2, line 21, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$55,000,000)’’.

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MS. WATERS

AMENDMENT NO. 76: Page 2, line 15, after
the dollar amount, insert the following: ‘‘(in-
creased by $378,500,000)’’.

Page 2, line 16, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$378,500,000)’’.

Page 3, line 4, insert after ‘‘such Act,’’ the
following: ‘‘$1,228,500,000 shall be for carrying
out title III of such Act (employment and
training assistance for dislocated workers),’’.

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MS. WATERS

AMENDMENT NO. 77: Page 2, line 15, after
the dollar amount, insert the following: ‘‘(in-
creased by $350,000,000)’’.

Page 2, line 16, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$350,000,000)’’.

Page 3, line 4, insert after ‘‘such Act,’’ the
following: ‘‘$350,000,000 shall be for carrying
out title II, part B of such Act (summer
youth employment and training programs),’’.

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MS. WATERS

AMENDMENT NO. 78: Page 23, line 8, insert
before the period the following: ‘‘: Provided
further, That of the amount made available
under this heading, $105,000,000 shall be avail-
able for the Healthy Start infant mortality
initiative’’.

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MS. WATERS

AMENDMENT NO. 79: Page 36, beginning on
line 16, strike ‘‘Head Start Act,’’.

Page 37, line 7, strike ‘‘$4,543,343,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$1,145,915,000’’.

Page 37, after line 10, insert the following:

HEAD START ACT

For carrying out, except as otherwise pro-
vided, the Head Start Act, $3,534,429,000.

H.R. 2127

OFFERED BY: MS. WATERS

AMENDMENT NO. 80: Page 55, line 19, insert
before the period the following: ‘‘: Provided,
That of the amount made available under
this heading, $68,640,000 shall be available for
the Foster Grandparent Program’’.
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The Senate met at 12:30 p.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the President pro tempore
[Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Let us pray:
As we begin this day we grieve the

death of our fellow worker and friend,
Gerald Hackett, who served as execu-
tive clerk for 29 of his 33 years with the
Senate. We pray for a special measure
of God’s comfort for his wife, Mary
Ellen, and his family.

Dear God, our Creator, sustainer, and
strength, You have given us the gift of
life, blessed us with this new week, and
given us work to do for Your glory.
May three words—admit, submit, and
commit—be the equation of excellence
in our work today.

Father, we admit our need of Your
insight and inspiration. You never in-
tended that we should depend only on
our own intellect and understanding.
We humbly place our total dependence
on Your power to maximize the use of
the talents You have entrusted to us.

Sovereign of our lives, we submit to
You the specific challenges and oppor-
tunities before us. We accept Your ab-
solute reign and rule in our minds.
Guide us Lord. Thank You for the
peace of mind we have when we submit
our needs to You.

Source of our courage, we unre-
servedly commit to You our lives and
the decisions to be made today. We re-
linquish our control and intentionally
ask You to take charge. Think and
speak through us.

Thank You Lord, our eternal King;
these bold petitions we bring.
Your grace and mercy are such,
we never can ask too much.

Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). The majority leader is recog-
nized.

f

SCHEDULE

Mr. DOLE. I thank the President pro
tempore. Let me explain to my col-
leagues, leaders’ time has been re-
served, and there will be a period for
morning business until 1:30 p.m. At 1:30
p.m, we will begin consideration of
H.R. 1905, the energy and water appro-
priations bill, for opening statements
until 2 p.m. today.

It may be possible, unless there is an
objection, to proceed on that for a lit-
tle bit beyond 2 p.m, depending on
whether or not we are prepared or
ready to resume consideration of S. 908,
the State Department reorganization
bill.

Cloture was filed on that bill on Fri-
day. A cloture vote will occur tomor-
row. I think perhaps it will be tomor-
row morning sometime prior to the
policy luncheon of both sides of the
aisle.

First-degree amendments must be
filed by 1 p.m. in order to qualify under
the postcloture. There will be no votes
today before 6 p.m. There could be
votes depending on what happens with
S. 908. There will be no votes on any-
thing with reference to H.R. 1905.

f

NATIONAL GOVERNORS’ ASSOCIA-
TION AND WELFARE REFORM

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me
take a minute or two of leader time to
say I have just returned from Bur-
lington, VT, where I was privileged to
attend the National Governors’ Asso-
ciation meeting and talk about welfare
reform.

I outlined what I felt could be an
agreed-upon package on the Republican

side, pointing out there were still some
differences among some Republicans.
We explained our program in detail to
the Republican Governors. There are
now 30 Republican Governors out of 50.
The 30 Republican Governors represent
about 70 percent of the American peo-
ple in the United States; or 70 percent
live in those 30 States.

I wanted to report that of the 30 Re-
publican Governors, 26 were present.
Governor Wilson of California was not
present, Governor James of Alabama
was not present, Governor Racicot of
Montana and the Governor of South
Dakota were not present, and one Gov-
ernor had to depart the meeting early,
Governor Weld of Massachusetts. The
other 25 Governors, Governor Leavitt
of Utah, Governor Engler of Michigan,
Governor Whitman of New Jersey, Gov-
ernor Allen of Virginia, Governor Row-
land of Connecticut, Governor Fordice
of Mississippi, Governor Voinovich of
Ohio, Governor Bush of Texas, Gov-
ernor Geringer of Wyoming, Governor
Keating of Oklahoma, Governor Al-
mond of Rhode Island, Governor
Schafer of North Dakota, Governor
Graves of Kansas, Governor Sundquist
of Tennessee, Governor Thompson of
Wisconsin, Governor Symington of Ari-
zona, Governor Pataki of New York,
Governor Branstad of Iowa, Governor
Merrill of New Hampshire, Governor
Edgar of Illinois, Governor Beasley of
South Carolina, Governor Carlson of
Minnesota, Governor Johnson of New
Mexico, Governor Ridge of Pennsylva-
nia, Governor Batt of Idaho, all en-
dorse the Republican alternative.

I just passed around a little sheet of
paper. They all signed it after we had
gone over it. I am certain the other
five Republican Governors will also en-
dorse what we think would be a strong
Republican package. They like it. It re-
turns power to the Governors, power to
the States, and does not contain a lot
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of strings. In their view, whether lib-
eral or conservative strings, they are
still strings.

We know there may be some areas
where we may not be able to accommo-
date the Governors. By and large, they
are looking forward to designing their
own plan when it comes to welfare. We
also have a provision where you can
opt out of the Food Stamp Program.
What the Governors would like, of
course, is more block grants. We are
not able to do that because we do not
have the votes.

I asked the Democratic Governors,
when I spoke to the full session of the
National Governors’ Association at
9:45, to take a look at this proposal. We
believe it can be approached on a non-
partisan, bipartisan basis. It is what
the Governors have been telling us for
years, in both parties, that they want-
ed—more power to the Governors,
power to the States, power to the peo-
ple.

This is all sort of patterned after the
10th amendment to the Constitution,
which is part of the Bill of Rights. It is
only 28 words in length, which says, in
effect, that unless the power is vested
in the Federal Government, it ought to
be with the people and with the States.

Most Governors, regardless of party,
believe that should happen, whether it
is welfare reform, whether it is Medic-
aid, whatever it is. They believe they
can better implement and rate the pro-
grams at less cost, less redtape, less
bureaucracy, and provide better service
to the people who must rely on Medic-
aid, food stamps, welfare, and AFDC—
whatever the welfare program might
be.

I was very encouraged after the
meeting with the Republican Gov-
ernors. They know there are some dif-
ferences on the Republican side. They
will be weighing in very heavily on the
proposal this week. We hope to take it
up either Friday or Saturday of this
week and finish it sometime next week
or the following week. I hope that be-
fore we conclude, we will have broad bi-
partisan support.

f

PRAISE FOR GIFT BAN

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, on another
matter, I want to again thank my col-
leagues, Senator LOTT and Senator
MCCONNELL, as well as Senator LEVIN,
Senator WELLSTONE, Senator
FEINGOLD, and many others on both
sides of the aisle who worked together
on the gift ban proposal.

As I said on the floor on Friday, I
think we made a lot of progress. I read
the editorial in the New York Times
which indicated many fought it to the
bitter end, which was not true. Edi-
torial writers are entitled to their
opinion, but they are not entitled to
lie. If they had followed the debate,
they would have known there was a lot
of work going on all week long, in good
faith, by Democrats and Republicans,
by the leader, by the Democratic lead-
er.

What we finally did was say, ‘‘OK, we
agree on this. We cannot agree on three
things. We will agree on what we agree
on and vote on what we cannot agree
on.’’ That is precisely what we did.

So, to the editor, whoever wrote that
in the New York Times—I do not nor-
mally read it, but Sunday was a slow
day—I hope that they will try to at
least stick with the facts, maybe once
a year, twice a year. We do not want to
overdo it for the New York Times, but
every little bit would help. They are
entitled to facts, they are entitled to
opinions, but understand what the
facts are. And it is supposed to be the
paper of ‘‘all the news that is fit to
print’’—some say a 10th, but I say all
the news fit to print. We hope for more
responsibility from the editorial board
of the New York Times.

The primary purpose was to thank
my colleagues for all the work they did
and the good-faith effort. I think we
made a giant step forward, and, hope-
fully, we will ease the concerns of
many of our constituents when it
comes to Members of Congress and gift
rules.

Also, lobbying reform was another bi-
partisan effort on the floor. I thank my
colleagues who were engaged in that.

f

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I reserve
the remainder of my leader’s time.

f

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KYL). Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business not to extend be-
yond the hour of 1:30 p.m., with Sen-
ators permitted to speak up to 5 min-
utes each.

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON] is recog-
nized to speak for up to 30 minutes.

The Senator from Illinois.

f

THE EXPLOSIVE GROWTH OF GAM-
BLING IN THE UNITED STATES

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, in Novem-
ber of last year, when I announced I
would retire from the Senate after 1996,
President Clinton suggested that with
the freedom from political restraint I
now have, and with slightly more
credibility because political opportun-
ism would not be the immediate cry of
critics, I should, from time to time,
make observations about our Nation,
where we are going, and where we
should go.

One of the marks of our civilization,
virtually unnoticed as we discuss the
Nation’s problems, is our fastest-grow-
ing industry: gambling.

Local governments, Indian tribes,
and States—all desperate for revenue—
increasingly are turning to what ap-
pears to be a quick and easy solution:
legalized gambling. And, temporarily,
it often works. Poverty-stricken Indian

tribes suddenly have revenue. Cities
like East St. Louis, IL, with every pos-
sible urban malady, find themselves
with enough revenue to at least take
care of minimal services.

There are four basic questions:
First, how rapidly is this phenome-

non growing?
Second, what are its advantages?
Third, what are its disadvantages?
Fourth, is there a role for the Fed-

eral Government to play, and should it
play a role?

Gambling is not a new phenomenon.
The Bible and early historical records
tell of its existence. Gambling surfaced
early in U.S. history, then largely dis-
appeared as a legal form of revenue for
State and local governments. It re-
mained very much alive, however, even
though illegal, in the back rooms of
taverns and in not-so-hidden halls,
often with payoffs to public officials to
‘‘look the other way’’ while it contin-
ued. I particularly remember traveling
overseas and back while in the U.S.
Army. The troop ship became one huge
gambling operation with dice or cards,
activity slowed only by the occasional
walking tour of a conscientious officer
whose coming would be foretold by
someone taking the voluntary watch
for his fellow enlisted men—and they
were then all men—who gambled. After
the watchman’s signal, suddenly that
portion of the ship’s deck or hold could
meet the highest puritanical standards.
Within seconds of the disappearance of
the dreaded officer, the games would
begin again. Participation had no ap-
peal to me, not primarily for moral
reasons, but I have always been too
conservative with my money to enjoy
risking it that way. What I remember
about those shipboard activities was
the enormity of the stakes that could
be built up—enormous for enlisted men
on meager salaries in 1951–1953—and
the ability of some of my friends to
continue their activity with almost no
sleep.

Gambling’s appeal, particularly for
the idle—and a troop ship is loaded
with them—is clear.

Early in our Nation’s history, almost
all States had some form of lottery, my
State of Illinois being no exception.
When Abraham Lincoln served in our
State legislature from 1834 to 1842, lot-
teries were authorized, and there ap-
parently was no moral question raised
about having them. In 1839, for exam-
ple, the Illinois House of Representa-
tives voted unanimously to authorize a
lottery to raise funds ‘‘for the purpose
of draining the ponds of the American
bottom’’ in the vicinity of what is now
East St. Louis, an area that to this day
has a severe drainage problem, and a
city that today has a significant gam-
bling presence.

In Illinois and other States the loose
money quickly led to corruption, and
the States banned all forms of gam-
bling. Illinois leaders felt so strongly
about it, they put the ban into the
State constitution. For many years,
Louisiana had the only lottery, and
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then in 1893—after a major scandal
there—the Federal Government prohib-
ited all lottery sales. Even the results
of tolerated but illegal lotteries could
not be sent through the mail.

But the lottery crept back in, first in
New Hampshire in 1963, and then in 36
other States. Last year States sold $34
billion in lottery tickets. Forty-two
States now have some form of legalized
gambling. Even States that technically
outlaw gambling frequently manage to
have some form of it. In one of the
more peculiar decisions by Illinois Su-
preme Court justices—dependent for re-
election at that time on campaign con-
tributions—they ruled that betting
money on horses was not gambling, be-
cause the ability of the horse and the
skill of the rider were involved. Gam-
bling is when everything is left to
chance, they argued.

What we know as casino gambling
was legal only in Nevada, then in New
Jersey and now in 23 states. From a
small enterprise in a few States, gam-
bling has matured. In 1974, $17 billion
was legally wagered in the Nation. By
1992, it reached $329 billion, and it is
now over $500 billion. Three-fourths of
the Nation’s citizens now live within
300 miles of a casino. One article re-
ports, ‘‘Airlines are exploring the in-
stallation of back-of-seat slot ma-
chines on some flights.’’ [‘‘A Full
House,’’ by Rob Day, Hemisphere, Oc-
tober, 1994.] Other nations—particu-
larly poorer ones—are expanding gam-
bling operations. Within our country,
the magazine Gaming and Wagering
Business reports, ‘‘Old attitudes have
been shattered. Barriers are crumbling,
and doors have been flung open.’’ [Dec.
15, 1991–Jan. 15, 1992.]

At this point, let me digress to ex-
press my gratitude to scholars who
have studied legalized gambling in the
United States, with little attention
and little gratitude from the commu-
nity at large. Particularly helpful, as I
prepared these remarks, was a book
manuscript I had the opportunity to
read by Robert Goodman, a professor
at Hampshire College in Massachu-
setts. In October, the Free Press will
publish his thoughtful and well-crafted
manuscript under the title, ‘‘The Luck
Business.’’ The subtitle is ‘‘The Dev-
astating Consequences and False Prom-
ises of America’s Gambling Explosion.’’
John Warren Kindt, a professor at the
University of Illinois at Urbana, wrote
an excellent article for the Drake Law
Review last year, ‘‘The Economic Im-
pacts of Legalized Gambling Activi-
ties,’’ and Henry Lesieur, who heads
the criminal justice division at Illinois
State University, edits a magazine in
this field, Journal of Gambling Studies.
I am grateful to them and to others
who have pioneered research.

What are the advantages of legalized
gambling?

It brings in new revenue, at least
temporarily and, in some cases, over a
longer period of time.

One of the great weaknesses of Amer-
ican politics today—and one of the rea-

sons for public cynicism toward those
of us in politics—is our eagerness to
tell people only what they want to
hear. Polling is a huge business, and if
a poll suggests some stand is unpopu-
lar, too many find a convenient way of
changing course, even if the public
good is served by the unpopular action.

An area of high sensitivity is tax-
ation. That problem is compounded by
the fact that at the national level no
other industrial nation—with the ex-
ception of Israel—spends as much of its
taxation on defense and interest as
does the United States. These bring no
direct benefit to people. Citizens of
Germany, France, Great Britain and
other nations pay much higher taxes,
but they see health care and other ben-
efits that we do not have. In addition,
their parliamentary systems make it
easier to make tough decisions than
our system does.

So when someone comes along and
says, ‘‘I have a simple way to get more
revenue for you, and you do not have to
raise anyone’s taxes,’’ that has great
appeal to policymakers who must seek
reelection. Those same people say to
the policy makers, ‘‘Not only will I
provide revenue for you without tax-
ation, I will be very generous to you
when campaign time comes.’’ And they
are.

While the promises of what legalized
gambling will do for a community or
State almost always are greatly exag-
gerated, it is also true that many com-
munities who are desperate for revenue
and feel they have no alternative are
helped. I have already mentioned East
St. Louis, IL. Bridgeport, CT, is an-
other example. Small communities like
Metropolis, IL, population 6,734, find
that a riverboat casino brings in sig-
nificant additional municipal revenue.
And while other businesses in these
communities often do not benefit—and
some, like restaurants, are hurt—a poll
by the Better Government Association,
a highly respected Illinois civic group,
shows that in some communities, the
initial reaction to the riverboat casi-
nos is more positive than negative:
Rock Island/Moline, 83 percent posi-
tive, though this has changed; Metrop-
olis, 76 percent positive; East St. Louis,
47 percent positive; and Peoria, 64 per-
cent positive.

Some officials in Chicago, desperate
for revenue, wish to bring in a large ca-
sino operation with a $2 billion price
tag. They say it will bring 10,000 con-
struction jobs. That alone is signifi-
cant. The initial press release said
37,000 construction jobs. And officials
in Chicago, aware there are long-term
dangers to the city from such an oper-
ation, also know that unless they solve
short-term problems—and that takes
revenue—the long-term picture for the
city is not good. The State government
has shown itself largely insensitive to
the needs of the city, dominated as it is
by suburban and rural leaders. Faced
with a choice of lectures from the
State about long-term problems and
what appears to be easy, significant,

immediate revenue, it is not difficult
to understand Chicago’s choice. On top
of that, they face editorial prodding.
Under a heading, ‘‘Casino A Great Bet
For City,’’ the Chicago Sun-Times
called a casino ‘‘a cash cow’’ and noted:
‘‘The sooner state law changes to allow
land-based casino gambling, the better.
And the sooner Chicago finally gets in
on the action, the better.’’ [April 17,
1995.] Almost unnoticed has been the
report of the Chicago Crime Commis-
sion in response to a request by the
Mayor: ‘‘Organized crime will infiltrate
casino operations and unions, and will
be involved in related loan-sharking,
prostitution, drug activities * * * and
public corruption.’’ [Chicago Crime
Commission, 1990.]

State governments are no more load-
ed with courageous leaders than is the
Federal Government. They need reve-
nue to solve their problems. In Illinois,
for example, state support for public
higher education has dropped from 70
percent of the costs in 1980, to 37 per-
cent today, almost a 50-percent cut.
[Here, I digress to observe that States
have been partially bailed out by Fed-
eral aid to students. We hear a great
deal from States about unfunded man-
dates. We hear much less from States
about sizable grants from the Federal
Government.] Faced with needs in edu-
cation at all levels, with growing
health care costs that afflict both Fed-
eral and State governments, and with
decaying cities and decaying infra-
structure, the States have two options:
Tell people the truth and ask for the
taxes to pay for these needs, or com-
bine the growing practice of issuing
bonds, states don’t call them deficits
and find some ‘‘easy’’ source of reve-
nue, like legalized gambling. The cou-
rageous path is too infrequently taken.

Revenue from lotteries, race horse
gambling, and riverboat casinos brings
Illinois government approximately $820
million a year. That is State govern-
ment revenue alone. I have made no at-
tempt to calculate what revenue is lost
because of money not being spent in
other enterprises in the State. Most of
those who wager in Illinois are from Il-
linois. When they spend on gambling,
that is money that would otherwise go
to clothing stores, groceries, and other
businesses. That means less revenue to
the State from those businesses. Also
not calculated in the $820 million State
revenue is the loss caused by the in-
creased problem of gambling addiction.

Early promises to use Illinois lottery
money for education have been tech-
nically complied with, but State sup-
port for education has declined sub-
stantially as a percentage of income
for local schools since the lottery be-
came a reality.

Wisconsin, not a big gambling State,
has 17 native American casinos. A
study completed in April concluded:
‘‘Overall, the state gains $326 million in
net revenue from the presence of the
casinos.’’ They added this caution:
‘‘However, this figure is reduced sub-
stantially—to $166.25 million—when
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even the lowest estimated social costs
of compulsive gambling are included in
the calculations. With mid-range esti-
mated social costs, the overall impact
becomes negligible, while with higher
social-cost estimates, the impact be-
comes clearly negative.’’ [The Eco-
nomic Impact of Native American
Gaming in Wisconsin, by William
Thompson, Ricardo Gazel and Dan
Rickman, published by the Wisconsin
Policy Research Institute.]

Indian reservations have misery as
their constant companion. Unemploy-
ment rates, alcoholism rates, suicide
rates, and poverty indexes all combine
to paint a grim picture that should be
a matter of shame for our Nation. Not
only has the Federal Government been
weak in its response to these needs, but
State governments, sometimes domi-
nated by prejudice against native
Americans, often have been even worse.
Listen to this Department of Health
and Human Services report, given to a
Senate committee this year: ‘‘In 15 of
the 24 states with the largest native
American populations, eligible Tribes
received nothing in 1993 from the more
than $3 billion in Federal funds [Title
XX and Title IV-E child welfare serv-
ices and protection programs] the
States received. In the other nine
States, Indians received less than three
percent.’’ [George Grob, Deputy Inspec-
tor General, HHS, April 5, 1995, Senate
Committee on Indian Affairs.]

It should not surprise anyone that
tribal leaders who want to produce for
their people seize what some view as a
legal loophole that our courts and laws
have created to get revenue for their
citizens; 115 tribes now have some form
of casino gambling. The gross revenue
for the 17 tribes in Wisconsin is $655
million. And about one-fifth of that
revenue comes from people who live
outside of Wisconsin, higher than in
most States, much lower than Nevada
or Atlantic City. Connecticut is the
prime example of a small tribe gaining
big money. A casino operated by the
Manshantucket Pequot Tribe in
Ledyard, CT, brings in approximately
$800 million in gross revenue annually.
Native American leaders who see long-
term harm to their tribes from the
gambling enterprises are hard-pressed
by those who see immediate benefits,
and not too much hope for sizable reve-
nue outside of gambling.

What are the disadvantages of legal-
ized gambling?

The distinguished Nobel Prize-win-
ning economist, Paul Samuelson, has
warned us: ‘‘There is a substantial eco-
nomic case to be made against gam-
bling. It involves simply sterile trans-
fers of money or goods between individ-
uals, creating no new money or goods.
Although it creates no output, gam-
bling does nevertheless absorb time
and resources. When pursued beyond
the limits of recreation * * * gambling
subtracts from the national income.’’
[Economics, McGraw-Hill, 1970.]

A high official in Nevada told me, ‘‘If
we could get rid of gambling in our

State, it would be the best thing that
could happen to us. I cannot say that
publicly for political reasons. But
major corporations that might locate
their principle offices here or build
plants here don’t do it. They know that
gambling brings with it serious person-
nel problems.’’

Personnel problems are but one dis-
advantage, but they are real. People
can become addicted to gambling, as
they can to drugs or alcohol or smok-
ing.

My mother belongs to a church in
Collinsville, IL, that had a fine sub-
stitute teacher at its Lutheran school.
Unknown to the teacher’s family, she
had been visiting a gambling boat.
Money the family thought had gone to
pay the rent and family bills had, in-
stead, gone into wagers. One day, she
left a message for her family, drove her
car to a shopping center and killed her-
self.

In a relatively affluent Chicago sub-
urb, a 41-year-old man committed sui-
cide after using more than $11,000 in
credit card advances for gambling. He
shot himself after leaving a gambling
boat. Police found $13 in his pocket.

More typical is the experience of a
friend, a professional man, who at-
tended a statewide meeting of an asso-
ciation with which he is affiliated.
While he went to the meetings, his wife
went to a riverboat casino and ‘‘got
hooked.’’ She spent all the money she
had and used all the available money
from her credit cards, close to $20,000.
Her husband knew nothing about it
until he checked out of the hotel and
found his credit cards could not be used
because they had already reached their
maximum. In this family, the situation
has worked out, but that is not true for
many.

A retired Air Force colonel has writ-
ten me about the problem of casino
gambling near Keesler Air Force Base
that offers part-time work to personnel
stationed there, but also 24-hour-a-day
gambling availability and has brought
serious problems of addiction and the
social and criminal problems that go
with it for the men and women sta-
tioned there.

Gambling addiction is a serious prob-
lem. We know that men are more like-
ly to become addicted than women,
that the appeal of gambling is greater
for low-income people than those of
above average income, that there are
approximately 9 million adults and 1.3
million teenagers with some form of
gambling behavior problem and that
the availability of gambling enter-
prises—their closeness to where a per-
son lives—causes a significant increase
in the addiction problem. Nationally,
less than 1 percent 0.77 percent of the
population are compulsive gamblers,
but when enterprises are located near a
population, that number increases two
to seven times.

The greatest growth is among teen-
agers. University of Maryland football
fans were stunned recently to read that
their all-American quarterback had

been suspended by the NCAA for four
games because of betting on college
games. The spread of gambling among
teenagers has spilled over onto college
campuses, and Maryland’s football
problem is evidencing itself on many
campuses, a highly publicized tip of a
much more serious iceberg.

Costs to society of the problem gam-
bler vary from the most conservative
estimate of $13,200 to $30,000 per year. I
have no idea which figure may be cor-
rect, but we know there are costs. Ar-
nold Wexler and his wife, Sheila
Wexler, did a study for Rutgers Univer-
sity and noted:

Compulsive gamblers will bet until noth-
ing is left: savings, family assets, personal
belongings—anything of value that may be
pawned, sold or borrowed against. They will
borrow from co-workers, credit union, family
and friends, but will rarely admit it is for
gambling. They may take personal loans,
write bad checks and ultimately reach and
pass the point of bankruptcy. . . . In des-
peration, compulsive gamblers may panic
and often will turn to illegal activities to
support their addiction. (1992)

Prosecuting attorney Jeffrey
Bloomberg of Lawrence County, SD,
testified before a U.S. House commit-
tee on his experiences dealing with
Deadwood, SD, a small community
that became the first place outside of
Atlantic City and Nevada to legalize
casino gambling. He said they were
promised ‘‘economic development, new
jobs and lower taxes.’’ Instead, casinos
flourished, but other businesses did
not. Businesses that provide ‘‘the ne-
cessities of life such as clothing are no
longer available * * * and customers of
the town’s only remaining grocery
store walk a gauntlet of slot-machines
as they exit with their purchases. For
the most part, the jobs which were cre-
ated earn minimum wage or slightly
better and are without benefits. As for
the claim that gambling brings tax re-
lief, this simply has not proven true.
Real property taxes for both residen-
tial and commercial properties have
risen each and every year since gam-
bling was legalized. Crimes of theft,
embezzlement, bad checks and other
forms of larceny have increased. Our
office has also seen an increase in the
number of child abuse and neglect
cases as a result of gambling. These
run the spectrum from the children left
in their cars all night while their par-
ents gamble, to the children left at
home alone while their parents gamble,
to the children left at home alone
while single mothers work the casino
late shift, to the household without
utilities or groceries because one or
both parents have blown their pay-
check gambling. Government is hooked
on the money generated by gambling
and in the long term the ramifications
of this governmental addiction will be
just as dire as for the individual who
becomes addicted to gambling.’’ (Sept.
21, 1994—House Committee on Small
Business.)

One study conducted for insurance
companies suggests that 40 percent of
white collar crime can be traced to
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gambling. Usually those involved have
no prior criminal record.

The suicide rates for problem gam-
blers is significantly higher than it is
for the general population. One out of
five attempt suicide, a higher rate than
for alcoholism or drug addiction.

Pathological gamblers are much
more likely to be violent with their
spouses and abuse their children. Chil-
dren of these gamblers generally do
worse in school and have a suicide rate
twice that of their classmates.

A survey of compulsive gamblers
found 22 percent divorced because of
gambling, 40 percent had lost or quit a
job due to gambling, 49 percent stole
from work to pay gambling debts, 23
percent alcoholic, 26 percent compul-
sive overeaters, 63 percent had con-
templated suicide and 79 percent said
they wanted to die. (Henry Lesieur and
Christopher Anderson.)

Treatment for gambling compulsion
is rarely covered by health insurance
policies, though physicians often will
simply list depression as the cause for
needed therapy, and that may be cov-
ered. A national conference will be held
in Puerto Rico in September to discuss
the growing problem of gambling ad-
diction.

State lotteries disproportionately re-
ceive money from—and target—the
poor. While it is true that the pur-
chases are voluntary and provide some
entertainment, as a society we should
be providing more substantial exits
from poverty than the rare lottery vic-
tory. A bill before the Illinois legisla-
ture sponsored by Representative Jack
Kubik to prohibit cashing welfare
checks at race tracks, off-track betting
parlors, and riverboat casinos died a
quiet death.

Compounding all of this, State and
local governments who receive revenue
from legalized gambling often are its
promoters, both to bring gambling in
and to sustain it. Governments get
hooked. While States receive revenue
from alcohol and tobacco sales, no gov-
ernmental unit—to my knowledge—
promotes alcohol and tobacco. Gen-
erally governments appeal to our
strengths, not our weaknesses. But
gambling is different. Billboards are
erected in poor areas to promote the Il-
linois Lottery. ‘‘This could be your
ticket out,’’ one proclaimed. If the
State of Illinois had billboards promot-
ing whiskey, beer or cigarettes, there
would be a public outcry. The Penn-
sylvania lottery unashamedly adver-
tises: ‘‘Don’t forget to play every day.’’
And of course the poor are the ones
who succumb to that lure.

Industries that want to bring in casi-
nos are generous with their promises.
The poverty of Atlantic City would be
virtually eliminated, the scenario read,
but it did not happen. Poverty has not
diminished, and problems with gam-
bling addiction are up. Since the ad-
vent of the casinos, 40 percent of the
restaurants not associated with the
gambling enterprises have closed, and
one-third of the city’s retail business

has closed. Unemployment in Atlantic
City is now the State’s highest. Crime
is up significantly—almost tripled—
and the population has dropped by one-
fourth. Industrial consultant Nelson
Rose told U.S. News and World Report:
‘‘Atlantic City used to be a slum by the
sea. Now it’s a slum by the sea with ca-
sinos.’’ (March 14, 1994.)

But not only Atlantic City has been
affected. A study of crime patterns
along non-toll roads between Atlantic
City and New York City and Atlantic
City and Philadelphia found a signifi-
cant increase in crime rates (SIMON
Hakim and Joseph Friedman.)

The Better Government Association
of Illinois survey of 324 businesses in
towns with riverboat casinos found
that 51 percent of the firms said river-
boats had either no effect or a negative
effect on their business. Of the 44 per-
cent who gave a positive response, half
said the lift their businesses got was
minimal. Three percent said their busi-
ness has been ‘‘helped a lot.’’ (1994 sur-
vey.) A Chicago Tribune survey found a
similar result. An Aurora, IL riverboat
casino gets all but 1 to 2 percent of its
business from within the State, and the
Tribune reported:

‘‘The casino is killing the small businesses
in this area, and they claimed it would help
us,’’ said Mario Marrero, former owner of the
Porto Coeli Cafe and Bakery, a block from
the casino.

As soon as the casino opened a year ago,
Marrero saw his business drop by half, from
about $4,000 a month to $2,000 a month, he
said.

In May, he was forced to close after nearly
five years in business. (June 28, 1994.)

Gambling’s effect on government is
more than income from gamblers and
expenditures for dealing with problem
gamblers and increased crime. Gam-
bling operators are major contributors
to campaigns—in the millions—and
employ expensive lobbyists at both the
State and Federal level. A few gam-
bling enterprises have formed the
American Gaming Association and em-
ployed a former chairman of the Re-
publican National Committee as its
chief executive. Gaming is an influence
to be reckoned with in dozens of State
capitals, and its influence will grow
markedly in Washington. In Illinois,
the lobbyists for gambling include a
former Governor, a former attorney
general, two former U.S. attorneys, a
former director of the State police, a
prominent former judge, a former
mayor of Chicago and at least seven
former State legislators. All of this is
legal.

But gambling in Illinois has also
been associated with the illegal. Back
in 1964, as a State legislator, I co-au-
thored an article for Harper’s magazine
titled, ‘‘The Illinois Legislature: A
Study in Corruption.’’ It did not en-
hance my popularity in that body, but
it did some good, and I am pleased to
report that today the Illinois Legisla-
ture—in ethics, and in quality—is a
much improved body over that period.
But whenever there is easy money
floating around, the temptation for

corruption is present. We have had two
Governors in our State’s history go to
prison, one because of payoffs from le-
galized gambling. I recall particularly
the deal worked out in which—on the
same day—the sales tax in our State
was increased from 2 cents to 3 cents,
which then included food and medicine,
and the tax on two politically well-con-
nected racetracks was reduced by one-
third. Every State legislator knew
what was going on.

Organized crime has frequently been
a problem with gambling, whether
legal or illegal. Big money attracts
them. And it is big money.

Last year, one riverboat casino in Il-
linois netted—not grossed—$203 mil-
lion. The Chicago Tribune (March 28,
1995) reported that two politically well-
connected Illinois men were offered $20
million if they landed a casino in our
State for a Nevada firm. When con-
tacted by the Tribune, they said they
had other offers that were higher.

The gambling elite are not only gen-
erous employers of lobbyists, they are
multimillion dollar donors to political
campaigns, and the combination makes
them politically potent. The unsavory
and unhealthy influence of lobbyists
and legislators as a protector of this
rapidly growing industry means sen-
sible restraint will not be easily
achieved.

But there is another side to that
story. Public opinion is not with the
gambling gentry. Even after well-fi-
nanced campaigns, when there are
referenda on whether legalized gam-
bling should be expanded in a State or
community, rarely do those initiatives
win. Every referendum on a gambling
casino held last year lost, and in the
big one, Florida, it lost decisively.
Donald Trump may have helped when
he told the Miami Herald a few weeks
before the referendum: ‘‘As someone
who lives in Palm Beach, I’d prefer not
to see casinos in Florida. But as some-
one in the gambling business, I’m going
to be the first one to open if Floridians
vote for them.’’ Florida Commerce Sec-
retary Charles Dusseau did an eco-
nomic analysis of gambling possibili-
ties in Florida and came to the conclu-
sion it would hurt the State.

Opposition to legalized gambling also
brings together an unlikely coalition.
For example, Ralph Reed, executive of
the Christian Coalition, and the liberal
State Senator Tom Hayden of Califor-
nia, agree on this issue.

To those who wish to go back to an
earlier era in our nation’s history when
legalized gambling was abolished, my
political assessment is that is not pos-
sible. But restraint is possible.

I have introduced legislation, cospon-
sored by Senator LUGAR, to have a
commission, of limited duration and a
small budget, look at this problem.
Congressmen FRANK WOLF and JOHN
LAFALCE have introduced somewhat
similar legislation in the House. My
reason for suggesting the limited
time—18 months—and the small budg-
et, $250,000, is that commissions like
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that often are the most productive.
One of the finest commissions the Na-
tion has had, the Commission on For-
eign Languages and International
Studies, produced its report in a little
more than 1 year on a small budget and
had significant influence.

Let a commission look at where we
are and where we should go. My in-
stinct is that sensible limits can be es-
tablished.

For example, what if any new gam-
bling enterprise established after a spe-
cific date had to pay a tax of 5 percent
on its gross revenue. Those who are al-
ready in the field who are not too
greedy should support it because it pre-
vents the saturation of the market. Fi-
nancial wizard Bernard Baruch said of
those who invest in the stock market,
‘‘The bears win and the bulls win, but
the hogs lose.’’ Gambling enterprises
that are willing to limit their expan-
sion are more likely to be long-term
winners. And those who know the prob-
lems that gambling causes should sup-
port this idea because of the limita-
tions.

Or suppose we were to move to some
form of supplement to local and State
revenue again. States, Indian tribes,
and local governments that do not
have any form of legalized gambling
would be eligible for per capita reve-
nue-sharing assistance. It would re-
quire creating a source of revenue for
such funding, but would bring some re-
lief to non-Federal governments who
do not want gambling but are des-
perate for additional revenue. There is
no way—let me underscore this—of re-
ducing the gambling problem without
facing the local revenue problem.

Congressman JIM MCCRERY, a Repub-
lican from Louisiana, has proposed
that lotteries—now exempt from Fed-
eral Trade Commission truth-in-adver-
tising standards—should be covered.
Why should the New York lottery be
able to advertise: ‘‘We won’t stop until
everyone’s a millionaire.’’

These are just three possible ideas.
The commission could explore others.
The commission can look at how we
deal with gambling opportunities that
will surface later this year on an exper-
imental basis on cable television and
the Internet. How significant could
this become? None of us knows.

We do know that two-thirds of prob-
lem gamblers come from a home where
at least one parent had a problem with
alcoholism. Should we be dealing more
seriously with alcoholism, in part to
deal with the gambling phenomenon?

These and other questions could be
studied by a commission.

What should not be ignored by Con-
gress and the American people is that
we have a problem on our hands. We
need to find sensible and sensitive an-
swers.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, do I

have time reserved under a previous
order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 15 minutes.

f

GAMBLING

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, as al-
ways, the Senator from Illinois raises
for this Senate the right questions and
in a very sensitive way. I have said pre-
viously on this floor in discussing some
other items that one of the growth in-
dustries in America, regrettably now,
is gambling. There is more spent, at
least for the more recent year I have
seen, there is more spent for gambling
in America than is spent on America’s
national defense. In a recent year, it
was $400 billion-plus just on legal gam-
bling. We spend less than $300 billion
on America’s defense. I think all of the
questions that relate to this issue of
gambling need to be asked and need to
be studied.

It was interesting to me one evening
when I had the television set on,
though I was not really watching it
much—and on one of the local stations
in the Washington, DC, area they were
doing their live drawing for their lot-
tery. They do that live with these little
ping-pong balls with numbers on them.
It was on the screen. I never partici-
pated in those things. This was on the
screen, and then across the bottom of
the screen scrolled an urgent news bul-
letin. It was not so urgent that they
would take the lottery selection off,
because they were doing that live, they
did not want to interrupt that.

So they kept on picking the lottery
balls out and announcing the numbers.
The news scrolled across the bottom of
the television screen that Gorbachev
had just resigned in the Soviet Union.
I was thinking to myself, this is incred-
ibly bizarre. Here is something that
will affect the lives of virtually every-
one in the world. The leaders of one of
the major powers in the world resigns,
but instead of cutting in with a news
report, they cannot interrupt the lot-
tery, so they scroll it across the bot-
tom of the screen.

That is what we have come to, with
respect to this issue of gambling in
America today.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President if my col-
league will yield for an observation. I
thank him. As usual, Senator DORGAN
is right on target on this issue.

Today, I regret to say, we have
topped $500 billion now in total gross
income. It is a fast-growing industry in
the United States.

Mr. DORGAN. That is probably legal
wagers. There is substantial illegal wa-
gering in America.

Mr. SIMON. That does not count
what happens illegally. The second
thing, the Senator mentioned in pass-
ing—as you saw them take these balls
for the lottery—that you do not spend
any money on it. Most people of our in-
come level do not. It is the poor that
they try to appeal to. And it is very
clear, both from studies and from the
advertising, that this is an attempt to
extract money from the poor. We ought

to be able to get revenue in a better
way for our Government.

Mr. DORGAN. I do not come to the
floor suggesting that gambling is al-
ways wrong or ought to be made ille-
gal. I think it is very useful to study,
and I think that the commission ap-
proach makes a lot of sense. We ought
to be evaluating what does all of this
mean for our country? Who is affected
by it, and how? That is what I think
the Senator from Illinois was saying. I
think it is timely and important. I
have indicated that to Congressman
WOLF and others, as well.

Mr. SIMON. I thank my colleague.
f

LINE-ITEM VETO: WHERE ARE THE
HOUSE CONFEREES?

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I came
to the floor to visit about two other
items. One is the line-item veto. As the
Presiding Officer knows, we passed a
line-item veto here in the Senate in
March. I voted for it, as I have on a
dozen or 2 dozen occasions previously,
because I think we ought to have a
line-item veto. I voted for the line-item
veto when President Reagan and Presi-
dent Bush were Presidents because I, as
a Democrat, think that Presidents,
whether Republican or Democrat,
ought to have a line-item veto.

The House passed a line-item veto
bill on February 6 of this year, and the
Senate passed a line-item veto bill in
March of this year. Now, there has
been no progress since then because
there has been no conference between
the House and Senate. Why has there
not been a conference? Because the
Speaker of the House, who always told
us he wants a line-item veto, decided
he is not going to appoint conferees. So
there will be no line-item veto until
the Speaker decides he wants to ap-
point some conferees, and there is a
conference and agreement, and then it
comes back to both the House and the
Senate.

Now, some will probably say that
this is because the new majority and
the Speaker may want to put their own
spending projects in these bills and not
have a Democratic President veto
them.

This is a newspaper published on Cap-
itol Hill. It says, ‘‘Gingrich Gets $200
Million in New Pork,’’ describing what
was written, apparently, in appropria-
tions bills that will benefit the Speak-
er. He may not want the President to
target that $200 million that was writ-
ten into a bill that the Pentagon does
not ask to be spent. Maybe the Presi-
dent would use a line-item veto to say
this is $200 million that the taxpayers
should not have to spend on things the
Pentagon did not want.

I noticed this morning in the Wash-
ington Post, ‘‘Extra Pentagon Funds
Benefits Senators’ States.’’ It describes
in some detail the extra funds put in
for projects that the Pentagon has not
asked for. These are things that will be
built that the Pentagon says we do not
want built. But money is added to
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those bills to benefit some. The ques-
tion is, Why would the President not
have the line-item veto if all of us
agree that he should?

Congressman BOB LIVINGSTON, chair-
man of the House Appropriations Com-
mittee, said, ‘‘We may not want to give
it to this President’’—speaking of the
line-item veto—‘‘right at the outset,
but let’s give it to him eventually.’’
Those are his words. We may not want
to give the line-item veto to this Presi-
dent at the outset.

Speaker GINGRICH, on February 6, be-
fore the House passed the line-item
veto, said this:

We have a bipartisan majority that is
going to vote for the line-item veto. For
those who think this city has to always
break down into partisanship, you have a Re-
publican majority giving this to a Demo-
cratic President this year without any gim-
micks, an increased power over spending
which we think is an important step for
America, and therefore it is an important
step on a bipartisan basis to do it for the
President of the United States, without re-
gard to party or ideology.

More recently, he said, ‘‘My sense is
we won’t get to it this year.’’

There was a fervent debate by those
who wanted the line-item veto. Some-
how that ardor has cooled. Somehow
the line-item veto is less important
now.

The Speaker has been on a book tour.
There is plenty of time to do that all
across America and, apparently, to
write two books this year, and to earn
a bunch of money. But, apparently,
there is not enough time to get to the
line-item veto—appoint conferees and
get to a line-item veto.

Well, Mr. President, there is an old
saying, ‘‘You can put your boots in the
oven, but that doesn’t make them bis-
cuits.’’

The Speaker can talk about the Con-
tract With America and the line-item
veto, but if he is not prepared to ap-
point conferees so that we can pass a
line-item veto, then he continues to
stall. I suppose the reason for that is
he wants his own spending to be writ-
ten into these bills, or so you would
think from this kind of report—‘‘Ging-
rich Gets $200 Million in New Pork.’’

Well, I hope that we can come to a bi-
partisan consensus that the House
ought to appoint conferees, that the
Senate and House should have a con-
ference this week, and that the con-
ference should report back the con-
ference report at the end of this week.
That way we can pass the line-item
veto.

Tomorrow, I intend to offer a sense-
of-the-Senate resolution on the line-
item veto to the State Department au-
thorization bill. My amendment would
say: It is the sense of the Senate that
the Speaker of the House should move
to appoint conferees on S. 4 imme-
diately, so that the House and Senate
may resolve their differences and we
can pass a conference report.

I do not understand what this is all
about if it is not dragging your feet to
protect more Federal spending that

you want for your district in this bill.
I thought we had decided on a biparti-
san basis that a line-item veto was
good for this country. We voted for it,
believed in it, and wanted to give it to
this President. I voted for it with Re-
publican Presidents in office and I
voted for it again. I would like this
President to have it. So I intend to-
morrow to offer a sense-of-the-Senate
resolution and ask Senators to vote to
send a message to the Speaker that if
you have plenty of time to run around
the country on a book tour, you have
time, in my judgment, to appoint con-
ferees.

How do you do it? Simple. Think of
the names of a few of your friends and
then pick some. That is not rocket
science; that is just appointing con-
ferees, which we do every day in the
House and Senate.

There will be a bill coming to the
floor in a few days that authorizes De-
fense spending. That bill includes a
type of spending that is especially, in
my judgment, appropriate for a line-
item veto. We have something called
star wars in this country. It has a bet-
ter name now; it is not star wars, or
ABM, antiballistic missile defenses;
now it is BMD, ballistic missile defense
system. That is a new acronym for the
same old boondoggle. It is something
that costs $30 or $40 billion, and it will
protect against an adversary that no
longer exists. But each one of these
missile defense programs has a con-
stituency that somehow seems unable
to shut the program down. The Soviet
Union is gone. That was the antagonist
for which the ABM system was de-
signed. The Soviet Union does not exist
anymore. But the people who want to
build a star wars program continue to
plug away.

They added in the Senate Armed
Services Committee $300 million extra
for national ballistic missile defense,
and then they said let us essentially
change the ABM treaty, abrogate the
treaty, No. 1 and, No. 2, let us go for
accelerated interim deployment in the
year 1999 and final deployment by 2002.
Well, this $300 million is a perfect ex-
ample of what the President ought to
use a line-item veto on.

I intend to offer an amendment on
the floor of the Senate to strip this $300
million out of the Defense authoriza-
tion bill. It does not make any sense to
spend $300 million we do not have on a
project we do not need. This is exactly
why this President ought to have a
line-item veto. The notion that we do
not have enough money for an entitle-
ment for a poor kid to have a hot lunch
in school, but we have enough money
to stick $300 million extra in a bill for
star wars—I do not know what people
are thinking about around here.

So I want to alert my colleagues that
I am going to offer an amendment to
cut this national missile defense fund-
ing. But more generally, this provision
is exactly why we need a line-item
veto.

MERGERS AND TAKEOVERS
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I no-

ticed this morning that there is a news
report out that Disney Corp. is intend-
ing, for some $19 billion, according to
the news reports, to purchase Capital
Cities/ABC. Now, it would be the sec-
ond largest takeover in U.S. history if
the Disney Corp. purchases Capital
Cities/ABC. I am concerned when I
hear, day after day and week after
week, new proposals—friendly or hos-
tile proposals—to merge America’s
largest businesses into larger and larg-
er enterprises. We have seen merger
mania in this country before, a wave
that came and went, but it now seems
to be coming again.

You only have to pick up a news-
paper these days to see who is buying
whom, some with leveraged buyouts,
some in hostile takeover proposals, and
others simply friendly mergers. But it
is inevitably true in this country that
when two corporations become one
larger corporation, especially in
multibillion-dollar deals, it impedes
competition.

You have less competition in this
country as you have more concentra-
tion. Nobody seems to care very much
about it. We have a thousand attorneys
working in the Federal Government on
antitrust issues. Under the leadership
of Anne Bingaman down at Justice,
they are more active now, and I salute
them for that.

We need to get more and more active
to make sure that these mergers are in
the public interest. We need to ensure
that a decision by two corporations to
combine to make a larger corporation,
and grab a larger market share, does
not impede the competition that drives
the free market system.

I have a list of the large proposals for
mergers just in the last week and
months, large financial institutions,
large manufacturing institutions.
Frankly, I think we in the Congress
ought to take a close look at this prac-
tice. I intend to ask the committees of
jurisdiction to do that.

If a person goes downtown and buys a
shirt or a blouse at a department store,
you will be required to pay a sales tax,
a tax for the transaction. I, personally,
think we ought to have a fee that is
supplied to those who want to buy cor-
porations.

We had a $25 billion acquisition sev-
eral years ago in which KKR purchased
Philip Morris. I think they should have
paid a fee. That fee ought to be used as
a resource bank of funds for invest-
ment capital for small businesses.
When big businesses combine and pro-
vide less competition and more con-
centration, we ought to get a fee from
that that is used as seed money and
seed capital for small businesses, which
represent the development of more
competition.

I hope that in the coming weeks we
will be able to discuss this in relevant
committees. I do not have any notion
about what the proposed merger be-
tween Disney and Capital Cities/ABC is
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all about. I do not know whether it is
good or bad. I say when we see, day
after day, week after week, more and
more megamerger proposals in this
country for large corporations to com-
bine to become larger, inevitably it
cuts away at this country’s free enter-
prise system, because this system
works based on competition. Con-
centration means less competition. It
is something we ought to be concerned
about and ought to care about.

f

ACTION NEEDED ON LINE-ITEM
VETO

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, finally,
I hope this week we can get the Speak-
er of the House to appoint conferees,
have a conference and get a conference
report, and get a line-item veto in the
hands of this President. Again, if we
have time for book tours and writing
books and doing a lot of other things,
we ought to have time, it seems to me,
to be able to pick a few friends to be on
a conference committee and be serious
about the things many Members of
Congress campaigned on.

If they believe in a line-item veto, let
us decide to give that to this President
right now and see if we cannot cut
some of the pork in the appropriations
bills moving through the House and
Senate, including all kinds of lard now
stuck to these bills for the districts of
folks who have been bellowing the
loudest about the problems of Federal
spending. The problems of Federal
spending seem to stop when this is
their district and their appropriations
bill, and it also seems to stop when it
comes to getting serious about sending
to this President a line-item veto that
would be put in the hands of this Presi-
dent. I yield the floor.

f

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1996

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to consideration of H.R. 1905,
which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 1905) making appropriations
for energy and water development for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 1996, and for
other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider-
ation of the bill, with amendments; as
follows:

(The parts of the bill intended to be
stricken are shown in boldface brack-
ets and the parts of the bill to be in-
serted are shown in italic.)

H.R. 1905

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, for en-
ergy and water development, and for other
purposes, namely:

TITLE I
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

The following appropriations shall be ex-
pended under the direction of the Secretary
of the Army and the supervision of the Chief
of Engineers for authorized civil functions of
the Department of the Army pertaining to
rivers and harbors, flood control, beach ero-
sion, and related purposes.

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

For expenses necessary for the collection
and study of basic information pertaining to
river and harbor, flood control, shore protec-
tion, and related projects, restudy of author-
ized projects, miscellaneous investigations,
and, when authorized by laws, surveys and
detailed studies and plans and specifications
of projects prior to construction,
ø$129,906,000¿ $126,323,000, to remain available
until expended, of which funds are provided
for the following projects in the amounts
specified:

øNorco Bluffs, California, $375,000;
øIndianapolis Central Waterfront, Indiana,

$2,000,000;
øOhio River Greenway, Indiana, $1,000,000;

and
øMussers Dam, Middle Creek, Snyder

County, Pennsylvania, $300,000¿
Norco Bluffs, California, $375,000;
Indianapolis Central Waterfront, Indiana,

$1,000,000;
Kentucky Lock and Dam, Kentucky,

$2,500,000; and
West Virginia Port Development, West Vir-

ginia, $300,000.
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

For the prosecution of river and harbor,
flood control, shore protection, and related
projects authorized by laws; and detailed
studies, and plans and specifications, of
projects (including those for development
with participation or under consideration for
participation by States, local governments,
or private groups) authorized or made eligi-
ble for selection by law (but such studies
shall not constitute a commitment of the
Government to construction), ø$807,846,000¿
$778,456,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which such sums as are necessary
pursuant to Public Law 99–662 shall be de-
rived from the Inland Waterways Trust
Fund, for one-half of the costs of construc-
tion and rehabilitation of inland waterways
projects, including rehabilitation costs for
the Lock and Dam 25, Mississippi River, Illi-
nois and Missouri, Lock and Dam 14, Mis-
sissippi River, Iowa, Lock and Dam 24, Mis-
sissippi River, Illinois and Missouri, and
GIWW-Brazos River Floodgates, Texas,
projects, and of which funds are provided for
the following projects in the amounts speci-
fied:

øRed River Emergency Bank Protection,
Arkansas and Louisiana, $6,600,000;

øSacramento River Flood Control Project
(Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District), Califor-
nia, $300,000;

øSan Timoteo Creek (Santa Ana River
Mainstem), California, $5,000,000;

øIndiana Shoreline Erosion, Indiana,
$1,500,000;

øHarlan (Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big
Sandy River and Upper Cumberland River),
Kentucky, $12,000,000;

øWilliamsburg (Levisa and Tug Forks of
the Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland
River), Kentucky, $4,100,000;

øMiddlesboro (Levisa and Tug Forks of the
Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland
River), Kentucky, $1,600,000;

øSalyersville, Kentucky, $500,000;
øLake Pontchartrain and Vicinity (Hurri-

cane Protection), Louisiana, $11,848,000;

øRed River below Denison Dam Levee and
Bank Stabilization, Louisiana, Arkansas,
and Texas, $3,800,000;

øBroad Top Region, Pennsylvania,
$4,100,000;

øGlen Foerd, Pennsylvania, $200,000; and
øWallisville Lake, Texas, $5,000,000¿
Homer Spit, Alaska, repair and extend project,

$3,800,000;
McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation

System, Arkansas, $6,000,000: Provided, That
$4,900,000 of such amount shall be used for ac-
tivities relating to Montgomery Point Lock and
Dam, Arkansas;

Red River Emergency Bank Protection, Ar-
kansas and Louisiana, $6,600,000;

Sacramento River Flood Control Project
(Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District), California,
$300,000;

Winfield, Kansas, $670,000;
Harlan (Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big

Sandy River and Upper Cumberland River),
Kentucky, $12,000,000;

Williamsburg (Levisa and Tug Forks of the
Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland River),
Kentucky, $4,100,000;

Middlesboro (Lesiva and Tug Forks of the Big
Sandy River and Upper Cumberland River),
Kentucky, $1,600,000;

Salyersville, Kentucky, $500,000;
Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity (Hurricane

Protection), Louisiana, $11,838,000;
Ouachita River Levees, Louisiana, $2,300,000;
Red River below Denison Dam Levee and

Bank Stabilization, Louisiana, Arkansas, and
Texas, $2,000,000;

Roughans Point, Massachusetts, $710,000;
Ste. Genevieve, Missouri, $1,000,000;
Broad Top Region, Pennsylvania, $2,000,000;
Glen Foerd, Pennsylvania, $200,000;
Wallisville Lake, Texas, $5,000,000;
Hatfield Bottom (Levisa and Tug Forks of the

Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland River),
West Virginia, $200,000; and

Upper Mingo (Levisa and Tug Forks of the
Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland River,
West Virginia, $2,000,000: Provided, That the
Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, shall transfer $1,120,000 of the
Construction, General funds appropriated in
this Act to the Secretary of the Interior and the
Secretary of the Interior shall accept and ex-
pend such funds for performing operation and
maintenance activities at the Columbia River
Fishing Access Sites to be constructed by the
Department of the Army at Cascade Locks, Or-
egon; Lone Pine, Oregon; Underwood, Washing-
ton; and the Bonneville Treaty Fishing Access
Site, Washington.
FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIB-

UTARIES, ARKANSAS, ILLINOIS, KENTUCKY,
LOUISIANA, MISSISSIPPI, MISSOURI, AND TEN-
NESSEE

For expenses necessary for prosecuting
work of flood control, and rescue work, re-
pair, restoration, or maintenance of flood
control projects threatened or destroyed by
flood, as authorized by law (33 U.S.C. 702a,
702g–1), $307,885,000, to remain available until
expended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

For expenses necessary for the preserva-
tion, operation, maintenance, and care of ex-
isting river and harbor, flood control, and re-
lated works, including such sums as may be
necessary for the maintenance of harbor
channels provided by a State, municipality
or other public agency, outside of harbor
lines, and serving essential needs of general
commerce and navigation; surveys and
charting of northern and northwestern lakes
and connecting waters; clearing and
straightening channels; and removal of ob-
structions to navigation, ø$1,712,123,000¿
$1,696,998,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which such sums as become avail-
able in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund,
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pursuant to Public Law 99–662, may be de-
rived from that fund, and of which such sums
as become available from the special account
established by the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 460l),
may be derived from that fund for construc-
tion, operation, and maintenance of outdoor
recreation facilities: Provided, That not to
exceed $5,000,000 shall be available for obliga-
tion for national emergency preparedness
programs: Provided further, That ø$5,926,000¿
$3,426,000 of the funds appropriated herein
are provided for the Raystown Lake, Penn-
sylvania, project: Provided further, That the
Secretary of the Army is directed during fiscal
year 1996 to maintain a minimum conservation
pool level of 475.5 at Wister Lake in Oklahoma.

REGULATORY PROGRAM

For expenses necessary for administration
of laws pertaining to regulation of navigable
waters and wetlands, $101,000,000, to remain
available until expended.

FLOOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES

For expenses necessary for emergency
flood control, hurricane, and shore protec-
tion activities, as authorized by section 5 of
the Flood Control Act approved August 18,
1941, as amended, $10,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

OIL SPILL RESEARCH

For expenses necessary to carry out the
purposes of the Oil Spill Liability Trust
Fund, pursuant to Title VII of the Oil Pollu-
tion Act of 1990, $850,000, to be derived from
the Fund and to remain available until ex-
pended.

GENERAL EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for general admin-
istration and related functions in the Office
of the Chief of Engineers and offices of the
Division Engineers; activities of the Coastal
Engineering Research Board, the Humphreys
Engineer Center Support Activity, the Engi-
neering Strategic Studies Center, and the
Water Resources Support Center,
ø$150,000,000¿ $153,000,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, øThat not to exceed
$60,000,000 of the funds provided in this Act
shall be available for general administration
and related functions in the Office of the
Chief of Engineers: Provided further,¿ That no
part of any other appropriation provided in
title I of this Act shall be available to fund
the activities of the Office of the Chief of En-
gineers or the executive direction and man-
agement activities of the Division Offices:
Provided further, That with funds provided
herein and notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the Secretary of the Army shall
develop and submit to the Congress within 60
days of enactment of this Act, a plan which
reduces the number of division offices within
the United States Army Corps of Engineers
to no less than 6 and no more than 8, with
each division responsible for at least 4 dis-
trict offices, but does not close or change the
function of any district office: Provided fur-
ther, That notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the Secretary of the Army is di-
rected to begin implementing the division of-
fice plan on August 15, 1996, and such plan
shall be implemented prior to October 1, 1997.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Appropriations in this title shall be avail-
able for official reception and representation
expenses (not to exceed $5,000); and during
the current fiscal year the revolving fund,
Corps of Engineers, shall be available for
purchase (not to exceed 100 for replacement
only) and hire of passenger motor vehicles.

GENERAL PROVISION

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

øSEC. 101. (a) In fiscal year 1996, the Sec-
retary of the Army shall advertise for com-

petitive bid at least 7,500,000 cubic yards of
the hopper dredge volume accomplished with
government-owned dredges in fiscal year
1992.

ø(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of this
section, the Secretary is authorized to use
the dredge fleet of the Corps of Engineers to
undertake projects when industry does not
perform as required by the contract speci-
fications or when the bids are more than 25
percent in excess of what the Secretary de-
termines to be a fair and reasonable esti-
mated cost of a well equipped contractor
doing the work or to respond to emergency
requirements.

ø(c) None of the funds appropriated herein
or otherwise made available to the Army
Corps of Engineers, including amounts con-
tained in the Revolving Fund of the Army
Corps of Engineers, may be used to study, de-
sign or undertake improvement or major re-
pair of the Federal vessel, MCFARLAND.¿

SEC. 101. (a) In fiscal year 1996, the Secretary
of the Army shall advertise for competitive bid
at least 7,500,000 cubic yards of the hopper
dredge volume accomplished with government
owned dredges in fiscal year 1992.

(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of this sec-
tion, the Secretary is authorized to use the
dredge fleet of the Corps of Engineers to under-
take projects when industry does not perform as
required by the contract specifications or when
the bids are more than 25 percent in excess of
what the Secretary determines to be a fair and
reasonable estimated cost of a well equipped
contractor doing the work or to respond to emer-
gency requirements.

(c) None of the funds appropriated herein or
otherwise made available to the Army Corps of
Engineers, including amounts contained in the
Revolving Fund of the Army Corps of Engineers,
may be used to study, design or undertake im-
provements or major repair of the Federal vessel,
McFARLAND, except for normal maintenance
and repair necessary to maintain the vessel
McFARLAND’s current operational condition.

(d) If any of the four Corps of Engineers hop-
per dredges is removed from normal service for
repair or rehabilitation and such repair prevents
the dredge from accomplishing its volume of
work regularly carried out in each of the past
three years, the Corps of Engineers shall reduce
the 7,500,000 cubic yards of hopper dredge vol-
ume contained in subsection (a) of this section
by the proportional amount of work which had
been allocated to such dredge over the past
three fiscal years in calculating the reduction in
Corps dredging work required to implement sub-
section (a).

øSEC. 102. (a) SAND AND STONE CAP IN NAVI-
GATION PROJECT AT MANISTIQUE HARBOR,
MICHIGAN.—The project for navigation,
Manistique Harbor, Schoolcraft County,
Michigan, authorized by the first section of
the Act entitled ‘‘An Act making appropria-
tions for the construction, repair, and pres-
ervation of certain public works on rivers
and harbors, and for other purposes’’, ap-
proved March 3, 1905 (33 Stat. 1136), is modi-
fied to permit installation of a sand and
stone cap over sediments affected by poly-
chlorinated biphenyls in accordance with an
administrative order of the Environmental
Protection Agency.

ø(b) PROJECT DEPTH.—
ø(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), the project described in sub-
section (a) is modified to provide for an au-
thorized depth of 18 feet.

ø(2) EXCEPTION.—The authorized depth
shall be 12.5 feet in the areas where the sand
and stone cap described in subsection (a) will
be placed within the following coordinates:
4220N–2800E to 4220N–3110E to 3980N–3260E to
3190N–3040E to 2960N–2560E to 3150N–2300E to
3680N–2510E to 3820N–2690E and back to
4220N–2800E.

ø(c) HARBOR OF REFUGE.—The project de-
scribed in subsection (a), including the

breakwalls, pier, and authorized depth of the
project (as modified by subsection (b)), shall
continue to be maintained as a harbor of ref-
uge.¿

SEC. 103. None of the funds appropriated here-
in or otherwise available to the Army Corps of
Engineers, may be used to assist, guide, coordi-
nate, administer; prepare for occupancy of; or
acquire furnishings for or in preparation of a
movement to the Southeast Federal Center.

TITLE II
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACCOUNT

For the purpose of carrying out provisions
of the Central Utah Project Completion Act,
Public Law 102–575 (106 Stat. 4605), and for
feasibility studies of alternatives to the
Uintah and Upalco Units, $42,893,000, to re-
main available until expended, of which
$23,503,000 shall be deposited into the Utah
Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation
Account: Provided, That of the amounts de-
posited into the Account, $5,000,000 shall be
considered the Federal Contribution author-
ized by paragraph 402(b)(2) of the Act and
$18,503,000 shall be available to the Utah Rec-
lamation Mitigation and Conservation Com-
mission to carry out activities authorized
under the Act.

In addition, for necessary expenses in-
curred in carrying out responsibilities of the
Secretary of the Interior under the Act,
$1,246,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

For carrying out the functions of the Bu-
reau of Reclamation as provided in the Fed-
eral reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902,
32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or
supplementary thereto) and other Acts appli-
cable to that Bureau as follows:

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

For engineering and economic investiga-
tions of proposed Federal reclamation
projects and studies of water conservation
and development plans and activities pre-
liminary to the reconstruction, rehabilita-
tion and betterment, financial adjustment,
or extension of existing projects, to remain
available until expended, ø$13,114,000¿
$11,234,000: Provided, That, of the total appro-
priated, the amount for program activities
which can be financed by the reclamation
fund shall be derived from that fund: Pro-
vided further, That funds contributed by non-
Federal entities for purposes similar to this
appropriation shall be available for expendi-
ture for the purposes for which contributed
as though specifically appropriated for said
purposes, and such amounts shall remain
available until expended.

CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For construction and rehabilitation of
projects and parts thereof (including power
transmission facilities for Bureau of Rec-
lamation use) and for other related activities
as authorized by law, to remain available
until expended, ø$417,301,000¿ $390,461,000, of
which $27,049,000 shall be available for trans-
fer to the Upper Colorado River Basin Fund
authorized by section 5 of the Act of April 11,
1956 (43 U.S.C. 620d), and ø$94,225,000¿
$92,725,000 shall be available for transfer to
the Lower Colorado River Basin Develop-
ment Fund authorized by section 403 of the
Act of September 30, 1968 (43 U.S.C. 1543), and
such amounts as may be necessary shall be
considered as though advanced to the Colo-
rado River Dam Fund for the Boulder Can-
yon Project as authorized by the Act of De-
cember 21, 1928, as amended: Provided, That
of the total appropriated, the amount for
program activities which can be financed by
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the reclamation fund shall be derived from
that fund: Provided further, That transfers to
the Upper Colorado River Basin Fund and
Lower Colorado River Basin Development
Fund may be increased or decreased by
transfers within the overall appropriation
under this heading: Provided further, That
funds contributed by non-Federal entities for
purposes similar to this appropriation shall
be available for expenditure for the purposes
for which contributed as though specifically
appropriated for said purposes, and such
funds shall remain available until expended:
Provided further, That all costs of the safety
of dams modification work at Coolidge Dam,
San Carlos Irrigation Project, Arizona, per-
formed under the authority of the Reclama-
tion Safety of Dams Act of 1978 (43 U.S.C.
506), as amended, are in addition to the
amount authorized in section 5 of said Act.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

For operation and maintenance of rec-
lamation projects or parts thereof and other
facilities, as authorized by law; and for a soil
and moisture conservation program on lands
under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, pursuant to law, to remain avail-
able until expended, ø$278,759,000¿
$267,393,000: Provided, That of the total appro-
priated, the amount for program activities
which can be financed by the reclamation
fund shall be derived from that fund, and the
amount for program activities which can be
derived from the special fee account estab-
lished pursuant to the Act of December 22,
1987 (16 U.S.C. 460l–6a, as amended), may be
derived from that fund: Provided further,
That funds advanced by water users for oper-
ation and maintenance of reclamation
projects or parts thereof shall be deposited
to the credit of this appropriation and may
be expended for the same purpose and in the
same manner as sums appropriated herein
may be expended, and such advances shall re-
main available until expended: Provided fur-
ther, That revenues in the Upper Colorado
River Basin Fund shall be available for per-
forming examination of existing structures
on participating projects of the Colorado
River Storage Project.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION LOAN PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

For the cost of direct loans and/or grants,
$11,243,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, as authorized by the Small Reclama-
tion Projects Act of August 6, 1956, as
amended (43 U.S.C. 422a–422l): Provided, That
such costs, including the cost of modifying
such loans, shall be as defined in section 502
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Pro-
vided further, That these funds are available
to subsidize gross obligations for the prin-
cipal amount of direct loans not to exceed
$37,000,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the program for di-
rect loans and/or grants, $425,000: Provided,
That of the total sums appropriated, the
amount of program activities which can be
financed by the reclamation fund shall be de-
rived from the fund.
CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT RESTORATION FUND

For carrying out the programs, projects,
plans, and habitat restoration, improvement,
and acquisition provisions of the Central
Valley Project Improvement Act, to remain
available until expended, such sums as may
be collected in the Central Valley Project
Restoration Fund pursuant to sections
3407(d), 3404(c)(3), 3405(f) and 3406(c)(1) of Pub-
lic Law 102–575: Provided, That the Bureau of
Reclamation is directed to levy additional
mitigation and restoration payments total-
ing $30,000,000 (October 1992 price levels) on a
three-year rolling average basis, as author-
ized by section 3407(d) of Public Law 102–575.

GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of general adminis-
tration and related functions in the office of
the Commissioner, the Denver office, and of-
fices in the five regions of the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, $48,150,000, of which $1,400,000 shall
remain available until expended, the total
amount to be derived from the reclamation
fund and to be nonreimbursable pursuant to
the Act of April 19, 1945 (43 U.S.C. 377): Pro-
vided, That no part of any other appropria-
tion in this Act shall be available for activi-
ties or functions budgeted for the current fis-
cal year as general administrative expenses.

SPECIAL FUNDS

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Sums herein referred to as being derived
from the reclamation fund or special fee ac-
count are appropriated from the special
funds in the Treasury created by the Act of
June 17, 1902 (43 U.S.C. 391) or the Act of De-
cember 22, 1987 (16 U.S.C. 460l–6a, as amend-
ed), respectively. Such sums shall be trans-
ferred, upon request of the Secretary, to be
merged with and expended under the heads
herein specified; and the unexpended bal-
ances of sums transferred for expenditure
under the head ‘‘General Administrative Ex-
penses’’ shall revert and be credited to the
reclamation fund.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

Appropriations for the Bureau of Reclama-
tion shall be available for purchase of not to
exceed 9 passenger motor vehicles for re-
placement only.

TITLE III
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

ENERGY SUPPLY, RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

For expenses of the Department of Energy
activities including the purchase, construc-
tion and acquisition of plant and capital
equipment and other expenses incidental
thereto necessary for energy supply, re-
search and development activities, and other
activities in carrying out the purposes of the
Department of Energy Organization Act (42
U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), including the acquisi-
tion or condemnation of any real property or
any facility or for plant or facility acquisi-
tion, construction, or expansion; purchase of
passenger motor vehicles (not to exceed 25,
of which 19 are for replacement only),
ø$2,576,700,000 (less $1,000,000)¿ $2,798,324,000,
to remain available until expendedø: Pro-
vided, That, of such amount, $44,772,000 shall
be available to implement the provisions of
section 1211 of the Energy Policy Act of 1992
(42 U.S.C. 13316)¿.
URANIUM SUPPLY AND ENRICHMENT ACTIVITIES

For expenses of the Department of Energy
in connection with operating expenses; the
purchase, construction, and acquisition of
plant and capital equipment and other ex-
penses incidental thereto necessary for ura-
nium supply and enrichment activities in
carrying out the purposes of the Department
of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101, et
seq.) and the Energy Policy Act (Public Law
102–486, section 901), including the acquisi-
tion or condemnation of any real property or
any facility or for plant or facility acquisi-
tion, construction, or expansion; purchase of
electricity as necessary; $64,197,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That revenues received by the Department
for uranium programs and estimated to total
$34,903,000 in fiscal year 1996 shall be retained
and used for the specific purpose of offsetting
costs incurred by the Department for such
activities notwithstanding the provisions of
31 U.S.C. 3302(b) and 42 U.S.C. 2296(b)(2): Pro-
vided further, That the sum herein appro-
priated shall be reduced as revenues are re-
ceived during fiscal year 1996 so as to result

in a final fiscal year 1996 appropriation esti-
mated at not more than $29,294,000.
URANIUM ENRICHMENT DECONTAMINATION AND

DECOMMISSIONING FUND

For necessary expenses in carrying out
uranium enrichment facility decontamina-
tion and decommissioning, remedial actions
and other activities of title II of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 and title X, subtitle A of
the Energy Policy Act of 1992, $278,807,000, to
be derived from the fund, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That at least
$42,000,000 of amounts derived from the fund
for such expenses shall be expended in ac-
cordance with title X, subtitle A, of the En-
ergy Policy Act of 1992.
GENERAL SCIENCE AND RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

For expenses of the Department of Energy
activities including the purchase, construc-
tion and acquisition of plant and capital
equipment and other expenses incidental
thereto necessary for general science and re-
search activities in carrying out the pur-
poses of the Department of Energy Organiza-
tion Act (42 U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), including
the acquisition or condemnation of any real
property or facility or for plant or facility
acquisition, construction, or expansion; pur-
chase of passenger motor vehicles (not to ex-
ceed 12 for replacement only), ø$991,000,000¿
$971,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL FUND

øFor nuclear waste disposal activities to
carry out the purposes of Public Law 97–425,
as amended, including the acquisition of real
property or facility construction or expan-
sion, $226,600,000, to remain available until
expended, to be derived from the Nuclear
Waste Fund.¿

For the nuclear waste disposal activities to
carry out the purposes of Public Law 97–425, as
amended, including the acquisition of real prop-
erty or facility construction or expansion,
$151,600,000 to remain available until expended,
to be derived from the Nuclear Waste Fund: Pro-
vided, That of the amount herein appropriated
together with the amount provided in the De-
fense Nuclear Waste Disposal Appropriation
contained in this title, within available funds,
no more than $250,000,000 shall be available to
continue, at a reduced level, the technical site
characterization effort and to retain deferred li-
censing capability at the Yucca Mountain site:
Provided further, That the facility for the initial
storage of no more than 40,000 metric tons of
uranium at a site to be determined by the Presi-
dent shall be licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission for an unspecified period, in ac-
cordance with its regulations governing the li-
censing of independent spent fuel storage instal-
lations, without regard to sections 148(a) and
148(d) of Public Law 97–425: Provided further,
That the facility shall be expandable for the
subsequent transportation and interim storage
of up to 100,000 metric tons of uranium and
shall be operational in the 1998 timeframe, con-
sistent with sections 135(a)(1)(B), 135(a)(4),
137(a), 141(a), 148(a), 148(b), and 148(c) of Public
Law 97–425, but without regard to sections
131(a)(3), 131(b)(2), 135(a)(1), 135(a)(2), 135(d),
135(e), 141(g), 145, 146, 148(d)(1), 148(d)(3), and
148(d)(4) of Public Law 97–425: Provided further,
That the director shall review the program’s in-
stitutional activities, including all cooperative
agreements, international commitments, and
university assistance, and shall make available
to these entities amounts commensurate with the
revised program for nuclear waste disposal ac-
tivities: Provided further, That any funds pro-
vided to the State of Nevada are for the sole
purpose of conduct of its scientific oversight re-
sponsibilities pursuant to Public Law 97–425, as
amended: Provided further, That none of the
funds herein appropriated may be used directly
or indirectly to influence legislative action on
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any matter pending before Congress or a State
legislature or for any lobbying activity as pro-
vided in section 1913 of title 18, United States
Code: Provided further, That the Secretary shall
submit to the Congress within 90 days a revised
program plan and schedule, including a new
five-year budget, that addresses the construc-
tion and operation of the interim storage capa-
bility, the revised site characterization program
at the Yucca Mountain site, and the results of
the Director’s review of the program’s institu-
tional activities.

ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

WEAPONS ACTIVITIES

For Department of Energy expenses, in-
cluding the purchase, construction and ac-
quisition of plant and capital equipment and
other incidental expenses necessary for
atomic energy defense weapons activities in
carrying out the purposes of the Department
of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101, et
seq.), including the acquisition or condemna-
tion of any real property or any facility or
for plant or facility acquisition, construc-
tion, or expansion; and the purchase of pas-
senger motor vehicles (not to exceed 79, of
which 76 are for replacement only, including
one police-type vehicle), ø$3,273,014,000¿
$3,751,719,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND
WASTE MANAGEMENT

For Department of Energy expenses, in-
cluding the purchase, construction and ac-
quisition of plant and capital equipment and
other incidental expenses necessary for
atomic energy defense environmental res-
toration and waste management activities in
carrying out the purposes of the Department
of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101, et
seq.), including the acquisition or condemna-
tion of any real property or any facility or
for plant or facility acquisition, construc-
tion, or expansion; and the purchase of pas-
senger motor vehicles (not to exceed 7 for re-
placement only), ø$5,265,478,000¿ $5,989,750,000,
to remain available until expended.

OTHER DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

For Department of Energy expenses, in-
cluding the purchase, construction and ac-
quisition of plant and capital equipment and
other incidental expenses necessary for
atomic energy defense, other defense activi-
ties in carrying out the purposes of the De-
partment of Energy Organization Act (42
U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), including the acquisi-
tion or condemnation of any real property or
any facility or for plant or facility acquisi-
tion, construction, or expansion
ø$1,323,841,000¿ $1,439,112,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL

For nuclear waste disposal activities to
carry out the purposes of Public Law 97–425,
as amended, including the acquisition of real
property or facility construction or expan-
sion, ø$198,400,000¿ $248,400,000, to remain
available until expended, all of which shall be
used in accordance with the terms and condi-
tions of the Nuclear Waste Fund appropriation
of the Department of Energy contained in this
title.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

For salaries and expenses of the Depart-
ment of Energy necessary for Departmental
Administration and other activities in carry-
ing out the purposes of the Department of
Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101, et
seq.), including the hire of passenger motor
vehicles and official reception and represen-
tation expenses (not to exceed $35,000),
ø$362,250,000¿ $377,126,000, to remain available
until expended, plus such additional amounts
as necessary to cover increases in the esti-
mated amount of cost of work for others not-

withstanding the provisions of the Anti-Defi-
ciency Act (31 U.S.C. 1511, et seq.): Provided,
That such increases in cost of work are off-
set by revenue increases of the same or
greater amount, to remain available until
expended: Provided further, That moneys re-
ceived by the Department for miscellaneous
revenues estimated to total ø$122,306,000¿
$137,306,000 in fiscal year 1996 may be re-
tained and used for operating expenses with-
in this account, and may remain available
until expended, as authorized by section 201
of Public Law 95–238, notwithstanding the
provisions of section 3302 of title 31, United
States Code: Provided further, That the sum
herein appropriated shall be reduced by the
amount of miscellaneous revenues received
during fiscal year 1996 so as to result in a
final fiscal year 1996 appropriation estimated
at not more than ø$239,944,000¿ $239,820,000.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Inspector General in carrying out the provi-
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as
amended, ø$26,000,000¿ $25,000,000, to remain
available until expended.
POWER MARKETING ADMINISTRATIONS

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ALASKA POWER
ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of operation and
maintenance of projects in Alaska and of
marketing electric power and energy,
$4,260,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION FUND

Expenditures from the Bonneville Power
Administration Fund, established pursuant
to Public Law 93–454, are approved for offi-
cial reception and representation expenses in
an amount not to exceed $3,000.

During fiscal year 1996, no new direct loan
obligations may be made.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, SOUTHEASTERN

POWER ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of operation and
maintenance of power transmission facilities
and of marketing electric power and energy
pursuant to the provisions of section 5 of the
Flood Control Act of 1944 (16 U.S.C. 825s), as
applied to the southeastern power area,
$19,843,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE,
SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of operation and
maintenance of power transmission facilities
and of marketing electric power and energy,
and for construction and acquisition of
transmission lines, substations and appur-
tenant facilities, and for administrative ex-
penses, including official reception and rep-
resentation expenses in an amount not to ex-
ceed $1,500 connected therewith, in carrying
out the provisions of section 5 of the Flood
Control Act of 1944 (16 U.S.C. 825s), as applied
to the southwestern power area, $29,778,000,
to remain available until expended; in addi-
tion, notwithstanding the provisions of 31
U.S.C. 3302, not to exceed $4,272,000 in reim-
bursements, to remain available until ex-
pended.
CONSTRUCTION, REHABILITATION, OPERATION

AND MAINTENANCE, WESTERN AREA POWER
ADMINISTRATION

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For carrying out the functions authorized
by title III, section 302(a)(1)(E) of the Act of
August 4, 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), and
other related activities including conserva-
tion and renewable resources programs as
authorized, including official reception and
representation expenses in an amount not to
exceed $1,500, $257,652,000, to remain available
until expended, of which $245,151,000 shall be

derived from the Department of the Interior
Reclamation fund: Provided, That of the
amount herein appropriated, $5,283,000 is for
deposit into the Utah Reclamation Mitiga-
tion and Conservation Account pursuant to
title IV of the Reclamation Projects Author-
ization and Adjustment Act of 1992: Provided
further, That the Secretary of the Treasury
is authorized to transfer from the Colorado
River Dam Fund to the Western Area Power
Administration $4,556,000 to carry out the
power marketing and transmission activities
of the Boulder Canyon project as provided in
section 104(a)(4) of the Hoover Power Plant
Act of 1984, to remain available until ex-
pended.

FALCON AND AMISTAD OPERATING AND
MAINTENANCE FUND

For operation, maintenance, and emer-
gency costs for the hydroelectric facilities at
the Falcon and Amistad Dams, $1,000,000, to
remain available until expended and to be
derived from the Falcon and Amistad Oper-
ating and Maintenance Fund of the Western
Area Power Administration, as provided in
section 423 of the Foreign Relations Author-
ization Act, fiscal years 1994 and 1995.

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission to carry out
the provisions of the Department of Energy
Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), in-
cluding services as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
3109, including the hire of passenger motor
vehicles; official reception and representa-
tion expenses (not to exceed $3,000);
ø$132,290,000¿ $131,290,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, not to exceed
ø$132,290,000¿ $131,290,000 of revenues from
fees and annual charges, and other services
and collections in fiscal year 1996, shall be
retained and used for necessary expenses in
this account, and shall remain available
until expended: Provided further, That the
sum herein appropriated shall be reduced as
revenues are received during fiscal year 1996
so as to result in a final fiscal year 1996 ap-
propriation estimated at not more than $0.

TITLE IV
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION
For expenses necessary to carry out the

programs authorized by the Appalachian Re-
gional Development Act of 1965, as amended,
notwithstanding section 405 of said Act, and
for necessary expenses for the Federal Co-
Chairman and the alternate on the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission and for pay-
ment of the Federal share of the administra-
tive expenses of the Commission, including
services as authorized by section 3109 of title
5, United States Code, and hire of passenger
motor vehicles, to remain available until ex-
pended, ø$142,000,000¿ $182,000,000.
DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY

BOARD
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Defense Nu-
clear Facilities Safety Board in carrying out
activities authorized by the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended by Public Law 100–
456, section 1441, $17,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

DELAWARE RIVER BASIN COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary to carry out the func-
tions of the United States member of the Dela-
ware River Basin Commission, as authorized by
law (75 Stat. 716), $343,000.

CONTRIBUTION TO DELAWARE RIVER BASIN
COMMISSION

For payment of the United States share of the
current expenses of the Delaware River Basin
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Commission, as authorized by law (75 Stat. 706,
707), $478,000.

INTERSTATE COMMISSION ON THE
POTOMAC RIVER BASIN

CONTRIBUTION TO INTERSTATE COMMISSION ON
THE POTOMAC RIVER BASIN

To enable the Secretary of the Treasury to
pay in advance to the Interstate Commission on
the Potomac River Basin the Federal contribu-
tion toward the expenses of the Commission dur-
ing the current fiscal year in the administration
of its business in the conservancy district estab-
lished pursuant to the Act of July 11, 1940 (54
Stat. 748), as amended by the Act of September
25, 1970 (Public Law 91–407), $511,000.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Commission
in carrying out the purposes of the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended, and
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
including the employment of aliens; services
authorized by section 3109 of title 5, United
States Code; publication and dissemination
of atomic information; purchase, repair, and
cleaning of uniforms, official representation
expenses (not to exceed $20,000); reimburse-
ments to the General Services Administra-
tion for security guard services; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles and aircraft,
ø$468,300,000¿ $474,300,000, to remain available
until expended, of which ø$11,000,000¿
$17,000,000 shall be derived from the Nuclear
Waste Fund: Provided, That from this appro-
priation, transfer of sums may be made to
other agencies of the Government for the
performance of the work for which this ap-
propriation is made, and in such cases the
sums so transferred may be merged with the
appropriation to which transferred: Provided
further, That moneys received by the Com-
mission for the cooperative nuclear safety
research program, services rendered to for-
eign governments and international organi-
zations, and the material and information
access authorization programs, including
criminal history checks under section 149 of
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
may be retained and used for salaries and ex-
penses associated with those activities, not-
withstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302, and shall remain
available until expended: Provided further,
That revenues from licensing fees, inspection
services, and other services and collections
estimated at $457,300,000 in fiscal year 1996
shall be retained and used for necessary sala-
ries and expenses in this account, notwith-
standing 31 U.S.C. 3302, and shall remain
available until expended: Provided further,
That the sum herein appropriated shall be
reduced by the amount of revenues received
during fiscal year 1996 from licensing fees,
inspection services and other services and
collections, excluding those moneys received
for the cooperative nuclear safety research
program, services rendered to foreign gov-
ernments and international organizations,
and the material and information access au-
thorization programs, so as to result in a
final fiscal year 1996 appropriation estimated
at not more than ø$11,000,000¿ $17,000,000.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the provi-
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as
amended, including services authorized by
section 3109 of title 5, United States Code,
$5,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended; and in addition, an amount not to
exceed 5 percent of this sum may be trans-
ferred from Salaries and Expenses, Nuclear
Regulatory Commission: Provided, That no-
tice of such transfers shall be given to the

Committees on Appropriations of the House
and Senate: Provided further, That from this
appropriation, transfers of sums may be
made to other agencies of the Government
for the performance of the work for which
this appropriation is made, and in such cases
the sums so transferred may be merged with
the appropriation to which transferred: Pro-
vided further, That revenues from licensing
fees, inspection services, and other services
and collections shall be retained and used for
necessary salaries and expenses in this ac-
count, notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302, and
shall remain available until expended: Pro-
vided further, That the sum herein appro-
priated shall be reduced by the amount of
revenues received during fiscal year 1996
from licensing fees, inspection services, and
other services and collections, so as to result
in a final fiscal year 1996 appropriation esti-
mated at not more than $0.

NUCLEAR WASTE TECHNICAL REVIEW
BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Nuclear
Waste Technical Review Board, as author-
ized by Public Law 100–203, section 5051,
ø$2,531,000¿ $2,664,000, to be transferred from
the Nuclear Waste Fund and to remain avail-
able until expended.
SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary to carry out the func-
tions of the United States member of the Susque-
hanna River Basin Commission as authorized by
law (84 Stat. 1541), $318,000.

CONTRIBUTION TO SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN
COMMISSION

For payment of the United States share of the
current expenses of the Susquehanna River
Basin Commission, as authorized by law (84
Stat. 1530, 1531), $288,000.

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY FUND

For the purpose of carrying out the provi-
sions of the Tennessee Valley Authority Act
of 1933, as amended (16 U.S.C. ch. 12A), in-
cluding purchase, hire, maintenance, and op-
eration of aircraft, and purchase and hire of
passenger motor vehicles, ø$103,339,000¿
$110,339,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

TITLE V
GENERAL PROVISIONS

øSEC. 501. Sec. 505 of Public Law 102–377,
the Fiscal Year 1993 Energy and Water De-
velopment Appropriations Act, and section
208 of Public Law 99–349, the Urgent Supple-
mental Appropriations Act, 1986, are re-
pealed.

øSEC. 502. Sec. 510 of Public Law 101–514,
the Fiscal Year 1991 Energy and Water De-
velopment Appropriations Act, is repealed.¿

SEC. 503. Without fiscal year limitation
and notwithstanding section 502(b)(5) of the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, or
any other provision of law, a member of the
Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board
whose term has expired may continue to
serve as a member of the Board until such
member’s successor has taken office.

øSEC. 504. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used for any program,
project, or activity, when it is made known
to the Federal entity or official to which the
funds are made available that the program,
project, or activity is not in compliance with
any applicable Federal law relating to risk
assessment, the protection of private prop-
erty rights, or unfunded mandates.¿

SEC. 505. (a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE
EQUIPMENT AND PRODUCTS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that, to the greatest extent

practicable, all equipment and products pur-
chased with funds made available in this Act
should be American-made.

(b) NOTICE REQUIREMENT.—In providing fi-
nancial assistance to, or entering into any
contract with, any entity using funds made
available in this Act, the head of each Fed-
eral agency, to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, shall provide to such entity a notice
describing the statement made in subsection
(a) by the Congress.

SEC. 506. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to revise the Mis-
souri River Master Water Control Manual
when it is made known to the Federal entity
or official to which the funds are made avail-
able that such revision provides for an in-
crease in the springtime water release pro-
gram during the spring heavy rainfall and
snow melt period in States that have rivers
draining into the Missouri River below the
Gavins Point Dam.

øSEC. 507. The amount otherwise provided
in this Act for the following account is here-
by reduced by the following amount:

ø(1) ‘‘Nuclear Waste Disposal Fund’’, aggre-
gate amount, $1,000.

øSEC. 508. None of the funds made available
in this Act for the Army Corps of Engineers
Upper Mississippi River-Illinois Waterway
System Navigation Study may be used to
study any portion of the Upper Mississippi
River located above Lock and Dam 14 at Mo-
line, Illinois, and Bettendorf, Iowa, except
that the limitation in this section shall not
apply to the conducting of any system-wide
environmental baseline study pursuant to
the National Environmental Policy Act.¿

SEC. 509. Without fiscal year limitation, the
amount of fish and wildlife costs that the Bon-
neville Power Administration may incur during
a fiscal year shall not exceed its ability to pay
as a percent of the preceding years gross annual
power revenues exclusive of gross residential ex-
change revenues that the Bonneville Adminis-
trator accrues in that fiscal year. No branch or
agency of the Federal Government shall take
any action pursuant to any law which shall
cause the Bonneville Power Administration to
exceed this expenditure limitation.

‘‘Fish and wildlife costs’’ includes—
(1) purchase power costs and lost revenues, as

determined by the Bonneville Administrator
(subject to independent audit), based on the
forecast value of such costs or revenues under
average flow conditions, related to operations of
the Federal Columbia River Power System for
the benefit of fish and wildlife affected by the
development, operation, or management of such
system using operations prior to passage of the
Northwest Power Act as a baseline for calculat-
ing such costs;

(2) expenditures; and
(3) reimbursable costs.

This provision shall be implemented on October
1, 1995 unless there is a valid agreement which
limits Bonneville’s exposure to increases in fish
and wildlife costs consistent with its ability to
pay and the needs for fish and wildlife resources
in the Columbia River Basin.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Energy and
Water Development Appropriations Act,
1996’’.

f

HOMOSEXUAL RIGHTS NEED
CLEAR AND DIRECT DEBATE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, an effort
is underway to demand that Congress
enact legislation to grant rights to ho-
mosexuals that other Americans do not
have. I cannot believe that such legis-
lation will be approved by either the
Senate or the House, but there’s no
way to be certain that either or both
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bodies won’t cave in to political pres-
sures being exerted.

One thing appears certain: The lib-
eral media will likely get behind such
an effort.

In any event, Mr. President, the
Kinston, NC, Daily Free Press pub-
lished an excellent article on July 16
written by a gentleman who knows
whereof he speaks—Dr. Richard G.
McDonald of Kinston who for more
than 50 years has been working with
homosexuals. Dr. McDonald has a clear
understanding of what is going on even
if the vast majority of U.S. Senators do
not.

In any event, Mr. President, I want
Dr. McDonald’s observations to be
made available to Senators and others
who may have concerns about the obvi-
ous powerplay going on among U.S. ho-
mosexuals. Therefore, I ask unanimous
consent that the published comments
of Dr. McDonald be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the Kinston Free Press, July 16, 1995]
HOMOSEXUAL RIGHTS NEED CLEAR AND DIRECT

DEBATE

(By Dr. Richard G. McDonald)
There has been an ongoing debate about

gay rights, but the parameters of tolerance
have not been addressed. This needs to be
discussed clearly and directly.

There are tolerated limits and moral
bounds to all human activity. There is a
legal maxim that states, ‘‘Your right to
swing your fist ends where my jaw begins.’’
Self-explanatory. This is a line beyond which
you may not proceed without dire con-
sequence.

For over 50 years during and since WW II,
I have been associated with, observed, super-
vised and counseled homosexuals; mostly
male. Civil rights is something to which all
people are entitled, regardless any other fac-
tor, i.e. jobs, housing, credit, etc., as a legal
and moral right.

Most of us live our lives quietly and pri-
vately. Most homosexuals do also and enjoy
successful lives interacting with society, in
general, peaceably. There is a large number
who, recognizing the inherent difficulty of
their state, are involved in a serious effort to
break away from what is unarguably abnor-
mal and unnatural. They work closely with
groups to this end; Exodus, nationally (with
a N.C. unit) and Homosexual Anonymous, as
in Maine (one of the groups with which I
work).

These are troubled people who want to es-
cape the clutches of their condition, knowing
that it is a one-way road to nowhere; a noth-
ingness to a tragic end and a sad death—if
AIDS infected, a death sentence.

The state of their general equanimity,
emotionally and psychologically, is dis-
turbed, disordered, distressed, disabled; re-
grettable but largely correctable. In 1970–71
at two national conventions of the American
Psychiatric Assoc. in San Francisco and
Washington, homosexuality as a mental ill-
ness was removed from the Diagnostic Direc-
tory of Mental Illness under circumstances
of coercion and intimidation that to this day
are shameful and a professional disgrace. If
you wonder why it was removed as a defined
illness, you have only to read of the cir-
cumstances under which it was removed to
realize that it never should have been.

There is, however, a radical and vociferous
element within the homosexual community

who want it their way in all respects—such
is their disturbed state, sadly. They press
this agenda with an ‘‘in your face’’ approach
and with scandalous public displays such as
the parades and gay parties at Clinton’s in-
auguration in D.C. and the gay pride parades
nationally in general. (Pride in what?)

What this disturbed group wants is accept-
ance of their ‘‘lifestyle’’ with federal govern-
ment blessing and protection as a ‘‘civil
right’’ to promote their actions; to teach in
our public schools that homosexuality is
both natural and normal; to convince our
youth that their lifestyle is merely an ‘‘al-
ternative choice.’’ To so convince and cor-
rupt our youth would inevitably lead to a
major breakdown in our social and moral
order. Debauchery undermines the public
moral fiber and the strength of people as a
community and nation. this is precisely
what led to the fall of great nations of the
past; e.g. ancient Greece and Rome.

The moral reason for its rejection we all
know. Causation is unknown to this day, sci-
entifically. Predisposition to homosexuality
is, no matter the cause, and will still be hu-
manly abnormal and unnatural and should
not be advanced to a government protected
right. From time immortal, it has been re-
jected as unacceptable on the wisdom of
thousands of years of human experience from
the knowledge of consequences.

Because of their small numbers, despite
their attempts to claim a large population,
they are on a constant ‘‘recruiting cam-
paign’’ to have a replacement base for their
own purposes and to have available partners
for their gratification. This applies to both
genders though lesbians tend to have more
personal, ‘‘caring and committed’’ relation-
ship of longer duration.

But for both, their general attitude as it
relates to human relations differs from that
of the heterosexual majority significantly,
in that it is inwardly directed in a self-cen-
tered matrix around gratification and the al-
most hysterical fear of aloneness without
‘‘partners.’’ Sexual gratification is the moti-
vating drive without the interconnectedness
of ‘‘person,’’ with the male. Most of the time,
it is anonymous sex. The ‘‘bath houses’’ of
San Francisco in the Castro district are the
national hotbed of deviant gay sexuality and
the center of the highest per capita AIDS in-
fection rate in the nation. This is another
sad consequence of homosexuality which is
leading rapidly to a national epidemic; a fact
that the AMA is ignoring and the Center for
Disease Control does not want to admit; a se-
rious warning to the American public is
overdue.

Homosexual Congressman Steve Gunderson
and his Gay Republican Caucus are solidly
behind passage of the ‘‘Gay Bill of Rights’’
(H.R. 382 and Senate S. 25); further, they are
busy lobbying for millions to fight for pas-
sage. To live their lives quietly and privately
is one thing; to have a protected and special
legal status is to give legitimacy to one of
mankind’s scourges. It must not happen for
reasons that are indisputable; now you know
what you must do.

f

WAS CONGRESS IRRESPONSIBLE?
CONSIDER THE ARITHMETIC

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, it does
not take a rocket scientist to be aware
that the U.S. Constitution forbids that
any President spend even a dime of
Federal tax money that has not first
been authorized and appropriated by
Congress—both the House of Rep-
resentatives and the U.S. Senate.

So when a politician or an editor or
a commentator pops off that ‘‘Reagan

ran up the Federal debt’’ or that ‘‘Bush
ran it up,’’ bear in mind that the
Founding Fathers, two centuries before
the Reagan and Bush Presidencies,
made it very clear that it is the con-
stitutional duty of Congress—a duty
Congress cannot escape—to control
Federal spending.

Thus, is it not the fiscal irrespon-
sibility of Congress that has created
the incredible Federal debt which stood
at $4,948,204,552,522.39 as of the close of
business Friday, July 28?

This outrageous debt—which will be
passed on to our children and grand-
children—averages out to $18,783.46 for
every man, woman, and child in Amer-
ica.

f

THE FEDERAL JUDICIARY

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, in addi-
tion to the Minneapolis Star Tribune
articles regarding the Federal judici-
ary circulated to Senators on Friday,
July 28, I would like to share with my
colleagues the following article, which
was published on the op-ed page of the
Star Tribune on Sunday, March 12,
1995.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD as follows:

SERIES WRONGED WEST AND JUDGES

(By Ruth E. Stanoch)
What could explain the character assas-

sination the Star Tribune performed at the
expense of the reputation of several U.S. Su-
preme Court justices, other distinguished
federal jurists and the 6,000 employees of the
West Publishing Co.? This is a question
many people are asking after the Star Trib-
une wasted over eight pages of copy to prove
a faulty premise, and then ran an editorial
condemning allegations that the excruciat-
ingly long articles never substantiated.

Cleverly linking unrelated events, the Star
Tribune pulled quotes out of context and em-
ployed provocative tabloid language in lead
headlines and paragraphs, only to suggest
wrongdoing that its own handpicked panel of
experts could not find.

The Star Tribune suggests as much in its
own editorial. ‘‘All this might be just a
minor eyebrow-raiser,’’ state the editors, ‘‘if
not for a question of timing.’’

Timing indeed. How is it that some 13
years after the creation of the Devitt
Award—and after receiving press releases
from West explaining every detail and iden-
tifying every recipient of this most distin-
guished award—that the Star Tribune finally
woke up and destroyed half a forest in an ef-
fort to trash West and some highly respected
federal judges? As the newspaper would have
found from its own clips, the Devitt Award
was started long before the West cases cited
by the paper came before the U.S. Supreme
Court, and it continues today, long after the
cases have been resolved. If the issue is tim-
ing, it is the Star Tribune’s timing that
ought to be questioned.

The answer won’t sell many newspapers,
for there is no murky conspiracy or un-
founded allegation of improper influence. In
fact, the Star Tribune’s effort to out-in-
trigue Oliver Stone is merely the latest ex-
ample of the bare-knuckled tussling that has
become the norm in the fiercely competitive
online information service sector.
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According to a February news release from

the Star Tribune’s partner, AT&T, the Star
Tribune’s parent company, Cowles Media,
has formed Cowles Business Media for the
sole purpose of creating an online news and
information service for business profes-
sionals. Furthermore, in a March 3 letter to
West, the Star Tribune admitted that ‘‘if
there is a major court decision we will obvi-
ously report it on the online service, and we
might publish the decision if we had access
to it.’’ WESTLAW, West Publishing’s flag-
ship online service, is already the nation’s
leading source of legal and nonlegal business
and professional information. Make no mis-
take. The Star Tribune and Cowles Business
Media will compete directly with
WESTLAW. West welcomes competition. In
fact, since 1992, the number of competing
providers of caselaw has increased from 65 to
more than 190. West’s two largest competi-
tors are multibillion dollar, multinational
conglomerates headquartered in foreign
countries. The Star Tribune lamely states it
has no intention of entering the legal pub-
lishing business, hoping its readers don’t
know and will not find out that West isn’t
just a caselaw publisher, but one of Ameri-
ca’s leading online business and professional
information providers.

The Star Tribune must not forget that
aside from its competitive business ventures
it remains a newspaper. It could have added
a dose of journalistic integrity to the story
by merely mentioning the AT&T venture
somewhere in that enormous story—just as
it did whenever notions of accuracy forced it
to admit, however cryptically, that neither
West nor the judges had done anything
wrong at all.

The Star Tribune also has a duty to pursue
its tasks in good faith. In correspondence
with Star Tribune editors and feature writ-
ers. West was told that the newspaper was
undertaking a broad examination of the en-
tire legal publishing industry. West was
asked to cooperate with work on an article
that involved ‘‘major contractors such as
Mead Data Central, West Publishing Co. and
Lawyers’ Cooperative Publishing.’’

West cooperated initially because any
story entitled ‘‘Who Owns the Law’’ ought to
say—and we did—that among major legal
publishing companies, only West is Amer-
ican-owned. West thought that in the wake
of Dutch-owned Reed Elsevier’s $1.5 billion
purchase of West’s primary American com-
petitor, Mead Data Central, the Star Tribune
would do a story on how a relatively small
Minnesota company was holding its own
against massive foreign competitors.

Wrong. While the Star Tribune’s editors
sent West placating letters declaring their
intention to write a balanced story, the writ-
ers relentlessly focused on West. And now,
given the appearance of West’s name in the
sensational headline of the story, and its sin-
gle-minded focus on West and the conduct of
West executives, how can the Star Tribune
state publicly, as it has, that West was not
even a focus in the report? West was purpose-
fully misled.

The Star Tribune story also did an enor-
mous disservice to the honorable people
serving in America’s federal judiciary. The
Devitt Award, according to the Star Tribune,
was intended to be the ‘‘Nobel Prize for the
federal judiciary.’’ Indeed, as the Star Trib-
une acknowledges, the Devitt Award has be-
come a ‘‘prestigious’’ award whose ‘‘recipi-
ents chosen over the years have been worthy
of honor.’’ Judges who have received the
award ‘‘have shown courage in handling civil
rights matters and creativity in improving
the administration of justice.’’

So how can the Star Tribune blithely infer
that the same distinguished judges who,
through their integrity and courage, are de-

serving of such a respected award, would en-
gage in misconduct to benefit West? Clearly
the Star Tribune cynically plays upon the
public’s mistrust of government institutions,
leaving the casual reader with the impres-
sion that another great institution has fallen
victim to misplaced ethics.

Such allegations are doubly outrageous
given the article’s unequivocal statements
that ‘‘West broke no laws in making the
gifts,’’ and that ‘‘the award complies with all
laws and ethics codes.’’ Is the Star Tribune
the brave new arbiter of illusory judicial
standards? Why, even the Star Tribune’s own
handpicked ethics expert had to admit that
‘‘it is perfectly legitimate for a law book
publisher to sponsor such an award—I’ve
nominated someone myself—and to enlist
the aid of judges in selecting the recipients
and to pay their reasonable expenses in ful-
filling that selection obligation.’’

Finally, the Star Tribune established no
link between the Devitt Award and court
cases resolved in West’s favor because no
such link exists. With regard to the U.S. Su-
preme Court cases cited by the Star Tribune,
the court did not hear the cases. Rather, the
justices declined to review the rulings of
lower courts—something they do with 96 per-
cent of the cases that come their way. In the
face of this overwhelming percentage, what
evidence did the Star Tribune uncover to
support its lurid reference that, but for
West’s influence, any one of those cases were
special enough to warrant review? Abso-
lutely none.

In fact, the petitions involving West were
rejected by the Supreme Court because they
were simply without merit. Yet the Star
Tribune, finding no evidence to suggest oth-
erwise, turns instead to the predictable sour
grapes of losing attorneys for accusations of
misdeeds. The article also quoted out of con-
text an unnamed federal appeals court judge
who asks an attorney challenging West, ‘‘Did
West do something to make you mad?’’
Placed in the proper context, the judge was
asking precisely the right question, since the
issue before the court was whether there was
an actual controversy in the first place. The
quoted judge was frustrated over the other
party’s failure to identify a dispute that the
court could resolve. It’s all there in the tran-
scripts and pleadings, but the Star Tribune
chose to ignore it.

In short, the Star Tribune expended enor-
mous resources to concoct a self-serving,
long-winded and repetitive story that
trashed a fine, old Minnesota company,
reached no constructive conclusion, found no
improper behavior and left readers asking,
‘‘So what?’’ But most importantly, the story
took several poorly aimed and ill-advised
shots at the pinnacle of the American judici-
ary. It was all unnecessary and unfortunate.
The people of Minnesota and the readers of
the Star Tribune deserve better.

f

UNITED STATES-UNITED KINGDOM
AVIATION RELATIONS

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss a matter of great im-
portance to U.S. passenger and cargo
carriers. I refer to aviation relations
between the United States and the
United Kingdom. The strategic loca-
tion of the United Kingdom makes it a
key crossroad for international traffic.
It is a gateway to Europe and an im-
portant link in the global aviation
market.

A liberalized, balanced air service
agreement between the United States
and the United Kingdom is in the best

interest of both countries. Of equal im-
portance, the increased competition re-
sulting from such an agreement would
benefit consumers on both sides of the
Atlantic. Unfortunately, our current
bilateral aviation agreement—the Ber-
muda II Agreement—is anticompeti-
tive, nowhere near balanced, and harms
consumers.

First, the agreement is terribly re-
strictive. For example, presently only
two U.S. carriers—American Airlines
and United Airlines—can serve London
Heathrow Airport and they can do so
only from specific cities. This is par-
ticularly significant since Heathrow is
the most important international gate-
way airport in the world. Also, the
number of passengers carried to the
United Kingdom by United States air-
lines is severely constrained by the
Bermuda II Agreement. Without ques-
tion, Bermuda II is our most restric-
tive bilateral aviation agreement.

Second, the air service agreement is
grossly imbalanced in favor of the Brit-
ish. Currently, United Kingdom air-
lines carry approximately 60 percent of
the transatlantic passengers between
the United States and the United King-
dom. In 1976, U.S. air carriers had
around 60 percent of the transatlantic
passenger market share. The British
found that state of affairs intolerable.
In fact, the United Kingdom relied on
this inequitable balance as the basis
for renouncing the Bermuda I Agree-
ment.

The British were right. A 60 percent-
40 percent imbalance is intolerable. It
must be corrected. U.S. carriers are
highly competitive and, but for Ber-
muda II, the market would not be
skewed in this manner. I am willing to
put our highly efficient carriers up
against any foreign carriers. Given the
chance, I am confident they will suc-
cessfully compete in any market
worldwide.

Finally, Bermuda II is undesirable
for consumers because it limits com-
petition. Consumers on both sides of
the Atlantic would benefit greatly
from increased competition in the
United States-United Kingdom trans-
atlantic market. Bermuda II does not
discriminate, it harms British consum-
ers as well as United States travelers.

Mr. President, earlier this year the
United States began pressing for a lib-
eralized, market oriented aviation
agreement with the United Kingdom.
This is not the first time we have tried
to secure an air service agreement on
this basis. In fact, for more than 50
years the United States has repeatedly
tried to get the United Kingdom to em-
brace an air service agreement based
on free-market principles. Our current
position is not new, nor is it novel.

Unfortunately, for more than 50
years, these attempts have consist-
ently been rebuffed by the British who
are very concerned about the prospect
of unrestrained head-to-head competi-
tion with United States carriers. Many
aspects of our trade relationship with
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the United Kingdom are open and unre-
stricted. Aviation certainly is not one
of them.

The current round of negotiations
that began earlier this year did, how-
ever, start a process which hopefully
will ultimately result in a liberalized
air service agreement. The phase 1 deal
agreed to by the United States and the
United Kingdom last month is a step in
the right direction, but we have a long,
long way to go.

Hopefully, the momentum of the
phase 1 deal will carry over into phase
2 negotiations which began recently in
London. I hope we can secure a phase 2
deal this fall that increases access to
Heathrow and Gatwick Airports, and
liberalizes cargo services, pricing, and
charter flights. Such an agreement
would be another significant step. It
would be a welcome development. How-
ever, even if we reach consensus on a
phase 2 agreement, we must not stop
there. The United States and the Unit-
ed Kingdom must continue working to-
gether to fully liberalize our aviation
relations.

Mr. President, I wish to briefly dis-
cuss two important related issues.
First, is the United States’ request for
additional Heathrow access fair and re-
alistic in light of current capacity lim-
itations at that airport? Second, does
the United States have enough lever-
age in negotiations to obtain a liberal-
ized air service agreement?

Several weeks ago I met in London
with key United Kingdom transport of-
ficials and aviation executives to bet-
ter evaluate each of these questions. I
believe the answer to both questions is
‘‘yes.’’ Let me explain my conclusions.

Heathrow Airport, like four airports
in the United States, is a slot-con-
trolled facility. By this I mean it has a
limited number of takeoff and landing
slots. I was aware Heathrow handles a
substantial amount of passenger and
cargo traffic. However, I was surprised
to discover Heathrow also is an airport
with significant unused capacity.

In the short term, operational
changes at Heathrow could imme-
diately create much-needed additional
runway capacity. For instance, pres-
ently Heathrow’s two runways function
on what is called segregated mode op-
erations. What this means is one run-
way is used exclusively for takeoffs
while the other is used exclusively for
landings. Operating runways in this
manner is quite inefficient.

In the United States, most of our
major airports use mixed-mode runway
operations. This means landing and de-
parting traffic is sequenced and mixed
on the same runway. Mixed-mode oper-
ations are very efficient and very safe.
They enable an airport to maximize
runway capacity.

What would result if Heathrow
switched its runways to mixed-mode
operations? It has been estimated hour-
ly runway capacity would increase by
about 18 percent. This would mean po-
tentially an additional 7 arrivals and 7
departures per hour, and more than 100

new arrivals and 100 new departures
daily. For an airport which purportedly
has no additional capacity, this is very
significant indeed.

Some adjustments in airspace oper-
ations and ground movement manage-
ment would be needed to capture the
full traffic benefits of this switch in
runway operations. Let me add that I
understand the noise climate around
Heathrow has been improving for many
years and, due to newer and quieter
jets, increased operations should not
pose an environmental problem.

I wish I could take credit for this ex-
cellent idea. The credit, however, goes
to British Government and industry
projects which have studied the
Heathrow capacity problem. It was a
conclusion of the British Civil Aviation
Authority study on runway capacity
that was released in 1993. The source of
the statistics to which I refer is the
August 1994 report of the Heathrow
Airport Runway Capacity Enhance-
ment Study. On June 22, 1995, the
House of Commons Transport Commit-
tee commenced an inquiry into airport
capacity issues in the United Kingdom.
Among the issues it will consider is un-
derutilization of airport capacity and,
in that regard, methods of runway op-
erations.

In the longer term, there is a pro-
posal to add a new terminal at
Heathrow that will significantly in-
crease airport capacity. According to a
report by BAA plc, the dynamic private
company that owns and operates
Heathrow, the proposed new terminal 5
would allow Heathrow to handle 30 mil-
lion more passengers a year.

Time and time again United States
negotiators are told by their very
skilled British counterparts there is no
additional capacity at Heathrow. I un-
derstand the British sang the same
song in negotiations in London earlier
this month. We should confront the
British negotiators with these facts
and supporting studies.

Let me turn to the important ques-
tion of whether we have enough lever-
age to get the British to agree to a
fully liberalized aviation agreement.
The Aviation Subcommittee of the
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation Committee considered that issue
during a hearing several months ago.
Understandably, a number of Senators
were concerned the United States has
squandered its leverage by giving the
British too many aviation rights in the
past without obtaining equal benefits.
That criticism of negotiations prior to
1995, particularly those which led to
the Bermuda II Agreement in 1977, is
warranted. We have given, so to speak,
with both hands.

I disagree, however, that the United
States has nothing of value left which
will enable us to obtain a liberalized
aviation agreement with the British.
We still hold the ultimate leverage, the
most important bargaining chip of all.
We control the substantial economic
benefit the United Kingdom presently

enjoys as a result of United States car-
rier business.

There was a time when geographic
factors and technological limitations
made the United Kingdom the inter-
national gateway of necessity for Unit-
ed States carriers serving Europe and
beyond. The British skillfully played
this bargaining chip for all that it was
worth. In fact, they continue to oper-
ate on this outdated premise.

Times have changed. New generation,
long-range aircraft have made the op-
tion of overflying the United Kingdom
to gateway airports on the European
Continent an option that is viable from
both an operational and economic
standpoint. Moreover, open skies
agreements with European countries
have made clear to the United States
and to U.S. carriers that these nations
want our business. If the United King-
dom does not promptly revise its
thinking, it may well see United States
carriers look beyond the United King-
dom to the European Continent for
international gateway opportunities.

Recent developments in our aviation
relations with countries on the Euro-
pean Continent have quite understand-
ably caused our carriers to seriously
consider opportunities beyond the
United Kingdom. Since the United
States and The Netherlands signed an
open skies accord in 1992, the resulting
growth of international traffic to Am-
sterdam’s Schiphol International Air-
port has been quite significant. Our
very recent open skies agreements with
Austria, Denmark, Finland, Iceland,
Luxembourg, Norway, Sweden, and
Switzerland should also create new
continental opportunities. An open
skies agreement with Belgium that is
expected soon will have the same ef-
fect.

The greatest catalyst for this move-
ment of United States air service busi-
ness to the European Continent, how-
ever, would be an open skies agreement
with Germany. I welcome reports that
aviation negotiations between the
United States and Germany earlier this
month went very well. Also, I am
pleased German Transport Minister
Matthias Wissmann came to Washing-
ton last week to meet with Secretary
Peña. United States-German aviation
relations are moving in the right direc-
tion.

An open skies agreement with Ger-
many would make the airports in Mu-
nich and Frankfurt very attractive to
United States carriers who are frus-
trated they cannot obtain sufficient ac-
cess to Heathrow and Gatwick. I under-
stand a new airport also is planned in
Berlin. In combination with inter-
national airports in European coun-
tries with which we have open skies
agreements—particularly Amsterdam’s
Schiphol International Airport—Ger-
man airports represent significant
competition to United Kingdom air-
ports.

BAA plc, which owns and operates
Heathrow, makes my point very suc-
cinctly. In a recent publication, BAA
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perceptively observed: ‘‘Airlines and
passengers are free agents. If extra ca-
pacity is not developed at Heathrow,
the airport will not be able to satisfy
demand and airlines will expand their
business at continental airports.’’ BAA
added, ‘‘if airlines are denied the op-
portunity to grow at Heathrow, many
will choose Paris, Frankfurt or Am-
sterdam.’’ BAA is absolutely right.

Before it is too late, I hope the Unit-
ed Kingdom Department of Transport
recognizes the United Kingdom no
longer has a monopoly as an inter-
national air travel gateway for United
States carriers. The economic stakes
for the United Kingdom are very high.

Mr. President, I remain hopeful the
British will liberalize their air service
agreement with our country. It is in
the best interest of both countries to
do so. As British negotiators again pos-
ture over Heathrow access and other
important elements of the phase 2 deal
such as liberalization of cargo services,
I hope they fully understand the impli-
cations of new opportunities for United
States carriers in continental Europe.
An open skies agreement with Ger-
many would really drive home this
point.

I ask unanimous consent that a re-
cent article appearing in the Financial
Times describing my view of the im-
pact an open skies agreement between
the United States and Germany would
have on United States-United Kingdom
aviation relations be printed in the
RECORD.

I further ask unanimous consent that
a letter I recently sent to Sir George
Young, the new United Kingdom Sec-
retary of State for Transport, which
describes my concern about the current
state of United States-United Kingdom
aviation relations also be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Financial Times, July 6, 1995]

SENATOR PILES ON HEATHROW PRESSURE

(By Michael Skapinker)

Airlines in the US might look to Germany
to provide a new European gateway airport if
London’s Heathrow is not opened to Amer-
ican carriers, Senator Larry Pressler, chair-
man of the US Senate Commerce and Trans-
portation Committee said yesterday.

Senator Pressler, who was in London for
talks with UK officials, said: ‘‘With longer-
range new generation aircraft, frustrated US
carriers may well look beyond the UK for an-
other international gateway airport. An
open skies agreement with Germany, which
may result from the US-Germany bilateral
air talks later this month, will add much
fuel to this fire.’’

Senator Pressler said, however, that he fa-
voured raising the maximum stake that for-
eign airlines can hold in US carriers to 49 per
cent from the current ceiling of 25 per cent.

Sir Colin Marshall, chairman of British
Airways, said this week that if the US want-
ed greater access to Heathrow, it would have
to lift maximum ownership limits in its air-
lines and allow greater co-operation between
UK carriers and their American partners.

Senator Pressler, whose committee is to
hold hearings on US aviation policy next

week, said he recognized that Heathrow was
congested. He said, however, that there were
several operational changes which could be
made to allow the airport to accommodate
more traffic. These included using the air-
port’s two runways for both landings and
take-offs. Heathrow currently has landings
and take-offs on separate runways.

Senator Pressler said that although he was
a Republican, he supported the way the US
had negotiated with the UK under Mr.
Federico Peña, the US transportation sec-
retary. Mr. Peña has been criticised in Con-
gress for taking too timid an approach to the
UK.

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE,
AND TRANSPORTATION,

Washington, DC, July 14, 1995.
Rt. Hon. SIR GEORGE YOUNG MP,
Secretary of State for Transport, Department of

Transport, 2 Marsham Street, London SW1P
3EB, United Kingdom.

DEAR SIR GEORGE: Congratulations on your
recent appointment as Secretary of State for
Transport. On July 3rd I met in London with
your predecessor, Dr. Mahwinney, in a very
informative session. I hope that we can con-
tinue the dialogue Dr. Mawhinney and I
started.

As I told Dr. Mahwinney, I am very hopeful
the Phase 1 agreement last month will be the
first step in liberalization of the U.S./U.K. bi-
lateral aviation agreement. U.S. carriers are
understandably very concerned over recent
statistics indicating U.K. carriers now serve
approximately 60 percent of the trans-
atlantic passenger traffic between our coun-
tries. Historically, as you know, both coun-
tries have regarded a 60/40 imbalance to be
unacceptable.

I believe a balanced, liberalized air service
agreement is in the best interest of both
countries. Of equal importance, increased
competition that would result from such an
agreement would be beneficial for consumers
on both sides of the Atlantic. If your travels
bring you to Washington, D.C., I would enjoy
having the opportunity to discuss these is-
sues with you in person.

Sincerely,
LARRY PRESSLER,

Chairman.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. What is the pending
business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is H.R. 1905.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry; am I correct that
at 2 p.m. we will leave this energy and
water appropriations bill and then take
up the State Department authorization
bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. What is the status of
that bill? Is there a cloture petition
pending on that?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture petition was filed on Friday and
will mature tomorrow.

Mr. DOMENICI. Has a time been set
for a vote on that?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Not at
this time.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry; in the event that
that State Department/foreign assist-
ance bill is removed from the calendar
postcloture tomorrow, what would the
pending business then be?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question would occur on H.R. 1905.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, I yield myself 10 min-

utes, then there will be 10 minutes for
my friend, the ranking member, Sen-
ator JOHNSTON. I do not believe we will
be able to accomplish much business,
but the energy and water bill is pend-
ing.

I am pleased to bring H.R. 1905, the
energy and water development appro-
priations bill for fiscal year 1996 before
the Senate for its consideration. The
bill was passed by the House on July 12,
less than 3 weeks ago, with a vote of
400 to 27.

The Senate Energy and Water Devel-
opment Subcommittee marked up the
bill on July 25. The full committee re-
ported it out 28 to 0 last Thursday,
July 27. The bill and report have been
available to Senators and their staff
since last Friday, July 28.

Although the Appropriations Com-
mittee has moved quickly to prepare
the bill, the quality of this legislation,
in my opinion, has not suffered. While
we are under extreme budgetary pres-
sures resulting from the budget resolu-
tion’s mandate of erasing the Federal
deficit over the next 7 years, and our
desire to restrain Federal spending, the
bill before the Senate is well balanced
and equitable. The committee has done
the best job possible under very dif-
ficult circumstances.

I first want to thank the former
chairman of the subcommittee, and
now ranking member, Senator JOHN-
STON, for his assistance in developing
this year’s bill. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Louisiana has been the
chairman or ranking member on this
subcommittee for many years, and is
intimately familiar with every aspect
of the energy and water bill. He has
been helpful at every step of the way,
and his guidance and insight have been
invaluable to me and the other mem-
bers of the subcommittee.

I also thank the chairman of the full
Appropriations Committee, and former
chairman and ranking member of the
Energy and Water Development Sub-
committee, Senator HATFIELD, for his
help in bringing this bill before the
Senate. Senator HATFIELD has exten-
sive knowledge of the programs funded
in this bill, and we relied on his exper-
tise on several occasions during the
past few weeks. As chairman of the full
committee, the distinguished Senator
from Oregon has the tremendous re-
sponsibility of ensuring that all 13 ap-
propriations bills will be enacted prior
to the end of the fiscal year. At the
rate the committee is reporting the
bills to the Senate, it appears that we
will reach that objective. What hap-
pens after we have reported them out
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and gone to conference and reported
them out of conference and through
the floors of both bodies, I do not
know.

Mr. President, the Energy and Water
Development Subcommittee funds pro-
grams in both the defense and
nondefense areas. Our total 602(b) allo-
cation is divided between these two
categories, and is consistent with the
budget resolution’s firewalls separating
defense and nondefense spending.

Although we are below our total
602(b) allocation for both budget au-
thority and outlays, we are constrained
by our budget authority allocation for
defense programs, and our outlay allo-
cation for nondefense. There is no room
left in our allocation to fund programs
in either the defense or nondefense
areas.

If we were to fund them, or fund
them differently, we will have to take
away from funding in the bill. I remind
Senators, if they choose to take money
from the defense portion—and obvi-
ously you can ask which portion it is,
but I think it is clearly understandable
within the budget—if they choose to
move defense money to a nondefense
program, it is subject to a point of
order under the Budget Act and clearly
would violate the spirit of the budget
resolution of this year. So it is not
going to be easy for Senators to have
amendments on the nondefense side be-
cause they are going to only look to
that portion of this bill that is
nondefense to try to move money
around. That is just the way it is, and
especially when you put a firewall up,
which we have now imposed for the
next 3 years.

Let me give the Senate and those in-
terested in appropriations a little bit of
an overall picture.

Fifty-seven percent of the funds in
the bill are dedicated to programs in
the atomic energy defense activities
areas, including nuclear waste cleanup
activities. A total of $11,445,981,000 in
budget authority and $10,906,895,000 in
outlays is recommended. This is con-
sistent with the budget resolution
crosswalk of $11,447,000,000 in budget
authority, and $10,944,000,000 in out-
lays, and the crosswalk is identical to
our 602(b) allocation.

The areas where we are recommend-
ing the largest reductions in spending
are the nondefense programs—the
Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau
of Reclamation, nondefense programs
in the Department of Energy, and the
independent agencies—which comprise
only 43 percent of the bill.

The total amount recommended for
nondefense domestic discretionary
spending is $8,716,112,000 in budget au-
thority and $9,271,155,000 in outlays.
This is right up against our nondefense
outlay ceiling, as I have heretofore de-
scribed. The nondefense total for budg-
et authority is $1,458,107,000 below the
current year, $819,108,000 below the
President’s budget request, and
$481,888,000 below the budget resolution
crosswalk.

Due to this dramatic reduction in
nondefense spending, the Subcommit-
tee’s ability to fund new initiatives is
extremely limited, and many existing
programs are cut significantly below
both the current year and the Presi-
dent’s request. For example, we are
proposing the following major reduc-
tions to current year spending levels:

Army Corps of Engineers—Down
$234.6 million;

Bureau of Reclamation—Reduced
$64.7 million;

Solar and renewable energy—Re-
duced by $104.5 million;

Fusion energy—Cut $147.4 million;
Appalachian Regional Commission—

Down $100 million; and
Tennessee Valley Authority—A $32.5

million cut.
We are proposing to terminate the

following programs or new initiatives
within the Department of Energy:

Electric systems reliability research;
Russian replacement power initia-

tive;
Civilian waste research and develop-

ment;
University research instrumentation;
The technology partnership program;

and
The in-house energy management

program.
The subcommittee also had proposed

to agree with the administration’s
budget request to terminate the De-
partment of Energy’s nondefense ad-
vanced reactor program. An amend-
ment during the full committee mark-
up, however, restored $12.5 million for
the Gas Turbine—Modular Helium Re-
actor Program. The subcommittee had
included $7.5 million in its mark for
termination costs associated with the
gas cooled reactor, and an additional $5
million was added to reach the $12.5
million level recommended by the
amendment.

Although we are proposing some sig-
nificant changes in the nondefense ac-
tivities of the Department of Energy,
we have done our best to protect basic
science research. It is true that we are
proposing major reductions to such
worthy programs as solar and renew-
ables and fusion energy, but we have
held the line on biological and environ-
mental research, basic energy sciences,
and high energy and nuclear physics.

These are the fundamental, basic
science missions of the Department of
Energy, and are the core competencies
we feel are most in need of protection.
These programs will have a direct in-
fluence on the ability of the Nation to
keep pace in many technologically de-
manding areas, and will support future
missions in areas such as the human
genome program, one of the world’s
greatest wellness programs. If it suc-
ceeds, we may find cures for thousands
of ailments that beset humanity across
the world. Other medical research ac-
tivities, global environmental re-
search, materials and chemical
sciences, the physical sciences, and
others are retained at high levels to
keep us on the cutting edge.

Although we are recommending sig-
nificant program reductions, we be-
lieve we have drafted a more balanced
bill than the House. We have restored
funds above the House levels for the
following programs:

Defense environmental restoration
and waste management—$724.3 million;

Solar and renewable energy—$17.2
million;

Soviet designed reactor safety—$40
million;

Biological and environmental re-
search—$48.9 million;

Nondefense laboratory technology
transfer—$25 million; and

University science and education—
$30 million.

Another topic deserving mention is
the subject of authorizing bill lan-
guage. We have received numerous re-
quests to include authorizing language
for the Corps of Engineers and the Bu-
reau of Reclamation. Unfortunately,
due to conflicts with the authorizing
committees, we have not been able to
accommodate these requests. We are
hopeful the authorizing committee will
pass a bill this year, and relieve us of
these pressures.

At this point, Mr. President, I would
like to briefly summarize the bill as re-
ported by the committee.

Title I of the bill funds the water re-
source development activities of the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Civil
Works Program. The total new budget
authority recommended is
$3,174,512,000, a reduction of $234.4 mil-
lion from the currently enacted level,
and $132.9 million below the budget re-
quest. The corps’ water resources pro-
gram provides lasting benefits to the
Nation in the areas of flood control,
municipal and industrial water supply,
irrigation, commercial navigation, hy-
droelectric power, recreation, and fish
and wildlife enhancement.

The committee has rejected the ad-
ministration’s proposals to radically
change the civil works mission for the
Corps of Engineers. Were these propos-
als to go into effect in fiscal year 1996,
the corps would be involved in only
those projects and proposals deemed to
be of national scope and significance.
While it may at first seem reasonable
that the Federal Government only be
involved in programs of national sig-
nificance, a closer look makes it appar-
ent that they were ill-conceived and
are counterproductive to the well-
being of the Nation.

And the committee has rejected them
by not affirming them and acting on
some projects in disregard of that new
definition.

The most far-reaching of these pro-
posals involves the Corps of Engineers’
role in protecting our citizens from the
devastating effects of floods. Under the
administration’s proposal, the corps
would only participate in projects that
meet the following three criteria:
First, more than one-half of the dam-
aging flood water must come from out-
side the boundaries of the State where
the damage is occurring; second, the
project must have a benefit-to-cost
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ratio of 2 or greater; and third, the
non-Federal sponsor must be willing
and able to pay 75 percent of the first
cost of the project. The practical effect
of applying those criteria against all
proposed projects would be to termi-
nate the Federal Government’s role in
flood control activities.

The first criterion alone would elimi-
nate the corps’ role in flood control
throughout much of the country, in-
cluding three of our largest States:
California, Texas, and Florida. Termi-
nating the Federal Government’s role
in flood control activities as a way to
save money clearly is not one that this
committee has decided is right nor is it
necessary under moneys we have avail-
able. We can continue with a lesser
program without tying its hands that
much.

The committee also has rejected the
administration’s proposals to termi-
nate the Federal role in shore protec-
tion projects and smaller navigation
projects.

Title II of the bill funds activities as-
sociated with the Department of the
Interiors’ Bureau of Reclamation and
the central Utah completion project.
Total funding recommended for these
activities is $816,624,000. This is a re-
duction of $64.8 million from the cur-
rent year’s level, and $16.4 million
below the budget request.

Programs and activities of the De-
partment of Energy comprise title III
of the bill, and a total of $16,235,359,000
in new budget authority is rec-
ommended. Programs funded under
this title relate to: energy supply, re-
search and development activities, ura-
nium supply and enrichment activities,
the uranium enrichment decontamina-
tion and decommissioning fund, gen-
eral science and research activities,
the nuclear waste disposal fund, atomic
energy defense activities, departmental
administration, the Office of the In-
spector General, the Power Marketing
Administrations, and the Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission.

For atomic energy defense activities,
the committee recommends a total of
$11.429 billion in new budget authority.
The programs funded in this area in-
clude stockpile stewardship, stockpile
management, defense environmental
restoration and waste management,
verification and control technology,
and others. Well over half of the total
atomic energy defense activities funds,
almost $6 billion, is for the Environ-
mental Restoration and Waste Manage-
ment Program. The committee’s rec-
ommendation is $724 million above the
House for this critical program focused
on cleaning up and managing existing
waste at various atomic weapons pro-
duction sites.

Under the energy supply, research
and development account, the commit-
tee proposes an appropriation of
$2,798,324,000 to fund such programs as
solar and renewable energy, nuclear en-
ergy, biological and environmental re-
search, fusion energy, basic energy
sciences, and other activities.

One of the most difficult decisions
made by the committee concerns the
Civilian High Level Radioactive Waste
Management Program in the Depart-
ment of Energy. Because the adminis-
tration requested no discretionary ap-
propriations for the program, the com-
mittee has been forced to recommend a
course of action designed to put the
Nation’s civilian nuclear waste pro-
gram back on track.

Accordingly, the committee rec-
ommends a total funding level of $400
million—$151.6 million from the nu-
clear waste fund and $248.4 million
from the defense nuclear waste disposal
account—for nuclear waste activities.
Furthermore, due to the delay in site
characterization activities at Yucca
Mountain, and the need for the Federal
Government to begin accepting com-
mercial spent nuclear fuel from the Na-
tion’s nuclear utilities in 1998, the com-
mittee recommends a provision in the
bill to establish an interim storage fa-
cility at a site yet to be determined.

Finally, Mr. President, the commit-
tee proposes a total of $330,941,000 in
new budget authority for a number of
independent agencies funded under
title IV of the bill. This includes such
agencies as the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, the Appalachian Regional
Commission, and the Tennessee Valley
Authority.

Mr. President, I yield to my friend,
the ranking member, Senator BENNETT
JOHNSTON of Louisiana.

Mr. JOHNSTON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Louisiana.
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I

thank my colleague for his kind re-
marks about me. And I want to say,
Mr. President, that this is Senator DO-
MENICI’s first appropriations bill but he
is a veteran of great leadership in
many areas in the Senate, and he has
taken to the appropriations process
like a duck in water and has put to-
gether an excellent bill.

The relationship that I have had over
a period of, I think, 18 years with Sen-
ator HATFIELD, the Senator from Or-
egon, who is now the chairman of the
full committee—but for those 18 years
he and I have switched off as chairman
and as ranking minority member of
this committee—that relationship is
being continued, I am pleased to say,
with the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. DOMENICI]. He is a long-time lead-
er in the Senate and long-time friend,
and it is a pleasure to work with him
on this bill.

This bill is a very, very difficult one,
the 602(b) allocation in domestic pro-
grams having been cut substantially
from what it was last year. And that
means that the needs and certainly the
requests of our colleagues could simply
not be met, Mr. President, because the
resources were so minimal in this bill.
But the Senator from New Mexico, as a
magician, has done an excellent job in
at least dealing with the most impor-
tant priorities in the bill, and I think
putting together an excellent bill.

Mr. President, I am pleased to join
with the senior Senator from new Mex-
ico [Mr. DOMENICI] in presenting to the
Senate the energy and water develop-
ment appropriation bill for the fiscal
year 1996 beginning October 1, 1995.
This bill, H.R. 1905, passed the House of
Representatives on July 12, 1995, by a
vote of 400 yeas to 27 nays. The Sub-
committee on Energy and Water Devel-
opment marked up this bill on July 25,
1995, and the full committee marked it
up and reported the bill Thursday, July
27, 1995.

At the outset, I want to commend the
chairman of the subcommittee, Sen-
ator DOMENICI. This is the first time he
has handled an appropriation bill as
chairman, and he has done an excellent
job in putting this bill together, under
very difficult budgetary constraints
and circumstances. He is an outstand-
ing Member of the Senate and I am
pleased to work with him in connection
with this bill and on other matters.

I also want to thank the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon, Senator
HATFIELD, the chairman of the full
Committee on Appropriations. Senator
HATFIELD and I had probably one of the
longest running twosomes in the Ap-
propriations Committee on the Energy
and Water Development Subcommit-
tee, I having chaired on and off for a
number of years, and Senator HATFIELD
having chaired on and off for a number
of years, and having rotated as ranking
minority member. Beginning this year,
of course, Senator HATFIELD is chairing
a different subcommittee. We always
shared a productive, pleasant, biparti-
san, and always, I think, the kind of re-
lationship that Senators seek and
glory in when it is present. I treasure
his friendship and appreciate the co-
operation and assistance given to me.

Mr. President, the Senator from New
Mexico has presented the committee
recommendations and explained the
major appropriations items, as well as
the amounts recommended, so I will
not undertake to repeat and elaborate
on the numerous recommendations. In-
stead I will just have a few brief re-
marks summarizing the bill.

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The bill supplies funds for water re-
sources development programs and re-
lated activities, of the Department of
the Army, civil functions—U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers’ civil works pro-
gram in title I; for the Department of
the Interior’s Bureau of Reclamation
in title II; for the Department of Ener-
gy’s energy research activities—except
for fossil fuel programs and certain
conservation and regulatory func-
tions—including atomic energy defense
activities in title III; and for related
independent agencies and commissions,
including the Appalachian Regional
Commission and Appalachian regional
development programs, the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, and the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority in title V.

SECTION 602(B) ALLOCATION FOR THE BILL

The Energy and Water Development
Subcommittee allocation under section
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602(b)(1) of the Budget Act totals
$20,180,000,000 in budget authority and
$20,216,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year
1996. Of these amounts the defense dis-
cretionary allocation is $11,447,000,000
in budget authority and $10,944,000,000
in outlays.

For domestic discretionary the budg-
et authority allocation is $8,863,000,000
and the allocation for outlays is
$9,272,000,000. The committee rec-
ommendation uses nearly all of the
budget authority allocation in both
categories, so there is no room for add-
ons to the bill as there are no addi-
tional outlays available for spending.
Therefore, any amendments to add will
have to be offset by reductions from
within the bill. The bill is approxi-
mately 57 percent in the defense [050]
function and about 43 percent for do-
mestic discretionary programs.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Mr. President, the fiscal year 1996
budget estimates for the bill total
$20,681,648,000 in new budget obligations
authority. The recommendation of the
committee provides $20,162,093,000. This
amount is $520 million under the Presi-
dent’s budget estimate and
$1,464,636,000 more than the House-
passed bill.

Mr. President, I will briefly summa-
rize the major recommendations pro-
vided in the bill. All the details and
figures are, of course, included in the
committee report number 104–102, ac-
companying the bill, which has been
available since last Friday.

TITLE I, ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

First, under title I of the bill which
provides appropriations for the Depart-
ment of the Army civil works program,
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the rec-
ommendation is for a total of new
budget authority of $3,174,512,000, which
is $45 million below the House and $133
million less than the budget estimate.
it is $234 million less than the fiscal
year 1995 appropriation.

The committee received a large num-
ber of requests for various water devel-
opment projects including many re-
quests for new construction starts.
However, as the chairman has stated,
due to the limited budgetary resources,
the committee could not provide fund-
ing for each and every project re-
quested. The committee recommenda-
tion does include a small number of
new construction starts and has de-
ferred without prejudice several of the
largest of the projects eligible for initi-
ation of construction. Because of the
importance of some of these projects to
the economic well-being of the Nation,
the committee will continue to mon-
itor each project’s progress to ensure
that it is ready to proceed to construc-
tion when resources become available.
As the committee reports points out,
the committee recommendation does
not agree with the policies proposed by
the administration in its budget.

TITLE II, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

For title II, Department of the Inte-
rior Bureau of Reclamation, the rec-

ommendation provides new budget au-
thority of $816,624,000 million, which is
$16 million less than the budget esti-
mate and $40 million under the House
bill.

TITLE III, DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Under title II, Department of Energy,
the committee provides a total of $16.2
billion. This amount includes $2.8 bil-
lion for energy supply, research and de-
velopment activities, a net appropria-
tion of $29 million for uranium supply
and enrichment activities; $279 million
for the uranium enrichment decon-
tamination and decommissioning fund,
$971 million for general science and re-
search activities, $151.6 million from
the nuclear waste disposal fund, and
$6.6 billion for environmental restora-
tion and waste management—defense
and nondefense.

For the atomic energy defense activi-
ties, there is a total of $11.429 billion
comprised of $3.752 billion for weapons
activities; almost $6.0 billion for de-
fense environmental restoration and
waste management; $1.440 billion for
other defense programs and $248 mil-
lion for defense nuclear waste disposal.

For departmental administration
$377 million is recommended offset
with anticipated miscellaneous reve-
nues of $137 million for a net appropria-
tion of $240 million. A total of $312.5
million is recommended in the bill for
the power marketing administrations
and $131 million is for the Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission [FERC]
offset 100 percent by revenues.

A net appropriation of $197 million is
provided for solar programs, including
photovoltaics, wind, and biomass and
for all solar and renewable energy,
$283.5 million, an increase of over $17
million over the House bill.

For nuclear energy programs, $280
million is recommended, which is
about $13 million less than the current
level. The major programs provided for
included funds to continue the ad-
vanced light water reactor program at
$40 million and about $73 million in ter-
mination costs. The sum of $12.5 mil-
lion is included for the gas turbine-
modular helium reactor [GT–MHR],
also known as the gas reactor which I
strongly support.

For the magnetic fusion program, the
committee is recommending $225 mil-
lion, which is $141 million less than the
budget. An amount of $428.6 million is
included for biological and environ-
mental research and $792 million for
basic energy sciences.

TITLE IV, REGULATORY AND OTHER
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

A total of $331 million for various
regulatory and independent agencies of
the Federal Government is included in
the bill. Major programs include the
Appalachian Regional Commission,
$182 million; Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission, $474.3 million offset by reve-
nues of $457.3 million; and for the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority, $110.4 million.

Mr. President, this is a good bill. I
wish there were additional amounts for
domestic discretionary programs in our

allocation but that is not the case. A
large number of good programs,
projects, and activities have been ei-
ther eliminated or reduced severely,
because of the allocation, but such ac-
tion is required under the budget con-
straints we are facing. I hope the Sen-
ate will act favorably and expedi-
tiously in passing this bill so we can
get to conference with the House and
thereafter send the bill to the White
House as soon as possible.

Mr. President, I yield the floor with
just the parting comment that it is a
pleasure to work with the Senator
from New Mexico and with the chair-
man of the full committee, Mr. HAT-
FIELD.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

FOREIGN RELATIONS
REVITALIZATION ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. 908, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 908) to authorize appropriations

for the Department of State, for fiscal years
1996 through 1999 and to abolish the United
States Information Agency, the United
States Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, and the Agency for International
Development, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I am
pleased that the Senate has finally pro-
ceeded to S. 908, the Foreign Relations
Committee’s Foreign Relations Revi-
talization Act of 1995.

This is hallmark legislation, and it
represents the first proposal to revamp
U.S. foreign affairs agencies since the
end of the cold war. It is forward look-
ing legislation that puts our Nation’s
interests first and instructs the United
States to organize and streamline its
operations for the 21st century, which
is just around the corner.

I wish I had the ability of Abraham
Lincoln, who so ringingly affirmed the
essence of what we are as a nation. And
he did it on the back of an envelope.
There are not many individuals who
have Lincoln’s wisdom, and certainly I
do not, but I can say that in drafting
this bill, the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee relied heavily on the wis-
dom of many individuals and on nu-
merous studies made by several admin-
istrations of both parties. Those stud-
ies focused on how the United States
could better organize its foreign affairs
institutions. We have received the
counsel of five former U.S. Secretaries
of State whose services spanned the
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past two decades. And those five
former Secretaries of State have en-
dorsed this legislation wholeheartedly.

After careful review of our proposal,
these five former Secretaries of State
met with us, talked with us, and gave
broad support to our effort. Of course,
that pleased me very much, and I am
grateful to them. Let me just give a
few examples of what they said.

Former Secretary of State James
Baker III asserted that he considers
our proposal ‘‘breathtaking in its bold-
ness and visionary in its sweep.’’ Henry
Kissinger described S. 908 as ‘‘a bold
step in the direction of,’’ as he put it,
‘‘centralizing authority and respon-
sibility for the conduct of foreign af-
fairs where it properly belongs—in the
President’s senior foreign affairs ad-
viser, the Secretary of State.’’

Former Secretary of State Alexander
Haig ‘‘heartily’’ endorsed the commit-
tee’s reorganization proposal, and even
Mr. Clinton’s Secretary of State, Sec-
retary Christopher, with whom I
worked closely and whom I respect
greatly, concluded that a plan to abol-
ish the U.S. Information Agency, the
Agency for International Development,
and the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency made sense.

In November 1994, just after the elec-
tion, Secretary Christopher presented
his own reorganization plan to the Vice
President’s office. Now, the Vice Presi-
dent, a former Senator with whom all
of us have served, or practically all of
us, has had much proclamation and as-
sertions, declarations that we are
going to reinvent Government. That is
AL GORE’s press agent speaking for
him.

Anyway, in November, when Sec-
retary Christopher presented his own
reorganization plan to AL GORE’s of-
fice, there was intense interagency lob-
bying at the White House. Boy, they
were running around like a bunch of
road runners. After an intense period of
this ferocious lobbying at the White
House, Secretary Christopher’s plan
lost out to those whose interests ap-
peared to care more about protecting
their bureaucratic turfs than in the
reinvention of Government for the
post-cold-war world.

So Mr. Christopher had a proposal,
but it was knocked down by the very
office that was created to reinvent
Government. Secretary Christopher is
a good soldier. He swallowed hard and
accepted what had happened to him.

Meanwhile, in its place, Vice Presi-
dent GORE promised the American pub-
lic his own plan. He said it will be de-
livered—his own plan—to keep all of
the bureaucratic agencies and cut $5
billion, nonetheless, out of the foreign
affairs budget for the next 5 years.

That is sort of like jumping off a 300-
foot diving board into a wet washcloth.
He could not do it. But he said that is
good news and I am glad to give it to
you, and I guess a lot of people accept-
ed it as good news. But the bad news is
that the Vice President has yet to this
very minute to release even one detail

of his proposal, despite constant ap-
peals from Members of Congress, in-
cluding your humble servant now
speaking. A lot of people of his own
persuasion in the Congress, in both the
House and Senate, have said, ‘‘Let us
have it, let us have it.’’ Silent in seven
languages. There are no details. There
are no plans from the Vice President’s
Office.

In fact, the United States State De-
partment itself has yet to submit a for-
mal authorization request for fiscal
year 1996.

So you see the pattern, Mr. Presi-
dent. They promise a lot, they talk a
lot, they brag on themselves a lot down
on Pennsylvania Avenue and in Foggy
Bottom, but when it comes to produc-
ing, nothing happens. It is all politics.

But in the absence of leadership from
the executive branch, it was left to
those of us in Congress to take the
lead. On March 15, Senator SNOWE, the
distinguished lady from Maine, and
Chairman BEN GILMAN of the House
committee, and I announced publicly a
plan to restructure U.S. foreign affairs
agencies. S. 908—now get that number,
S. 908, because we are going to be talk-
ing about S. 908 a great deal in the
coming days and weeks. It is the pend-
ing business in the Senate and it is the
legislative realities of the plan that we
worked so long and hard on with not
one bit of cooperation from the admin-
istration. Not one iota of cooperation.
They want to keep the bureaucracy in-
tact. They are going to promise to cut
spending, but they are not going to
eliminate any bureaucrats.

The administration has rejected any
attempt to join in helping us shape this
initiative. Silent in seven languages.
‘‘Don’t bother me,’’ they said. The ad-
ministration’s response has been a
confrontational one, and here I quote
from some internal notes from one of
the meetings on this legislation con-
ducted in the administration and by
the administration. Their plan to greet
this legislation, and we will watch and
see what happens, their plan is to
‘‘delay this legislation, to derail this
legislation, to obfuscate’’—and I am
quoting from their own memorandum,
‘‘to kill the merger.’’

So if we are even going to have an op-
portunity to vote on this bill, we are
going to have to have a cloture vote,
meaning that we will have to get a con-
stitutional three-fifths of the U.S. Sen-
ate to vote to let us have a vote. Now
whether we are going to get any help
from the other side remains to be seen.
It is going to be interesting to watch
what happens on the other side

So what I am saying, Mr. President,
is that the administration obviously,
flagrantly has not wanted the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee to
produce any legislation that would re-
duce the bureaucracy which would cut
down on foreign aid and all of the other
things the American people have been
demanding for so long.

The administration has refused co-
operation at every juncture—every

juncture, without exception. It has re-
fused even to talk about a consolida-
tion. It has refused to provide the Con-
gressional Budget Office with the infor-
mation that the Congressional Budget
Office has to have in order to compute
the billions of dollars the taxpayers
will be saving by the pending legisla-
tion.

Talk about stonewalling, this is
stonewalling to the nth degree. The
concepts advocated in this bill have the
force of history behind them and the
support of the American people in
making all of this become law. In other
words, the polls show that the Amer-
ican people want this legislation. They
do not want to keep the fat bureauc-
racy in place. They do not want to con-
tinue to spend billions upon billions of
dollars on foreign aid in corrupt coun-
tries.

The question of why reorganize al-
most answers itself. Why? Let us say a
few things about that. We must reorga-
nize because eliminating the vast du-
plication, the incredible waste, the un-
necessary bureaucracy offers the
only—the only—opportunity to main-
tain U.S. presence overseas while out-
of-control Federal spending is reined in
at home.

Lacking any substance to their oppo-
sition, they began several months ago
to throw around epithets. One of the
administration’s officials went down to
the National Press Club, and he
charged the committee, or the major-
ity on the committee, and JESSE
HELMS specifically, with being isola-
tionists. This is puzzling, and I have to
ask the question: Are Secretary Kissin-
ger, Secretary Shultz, Secretary Haig,
Secretary Baker, Secretary
Eagleburger, are all five of them isola-
tionists? Of course not. But the epithet
works with this administration.

You can watch on various other
things that are front and center on the
agenda today. You can note what the
President of the United States himself
is saying on these things. They may
not be true, but if they may persuade
some voters, he is going to say it.

But I say this to the President of the
United States, and to you, Mr. Presi-
dent, and to the American people: If
Congress fails to seize this opportunity
to consolidate, the international af-
fairs budget will be large enough to
cover the cost of the Federal employ-
ees and overhead the mass of bureauc-
racy now entails. The international af-
fairs budget will be large enough to do
all of that. There are only two
choices—two, no more, no less: First,
save smart through consolidation, or
Second, eliminate Federal programs. I
am tempted to say, will the real
‘‘isolationists″ please stand up. But we
cannot see the State Department and
AL GORE’s office from here.

The administration and its legions of
bureaucrats and AID contractors have
distorted the contents of this measure
from the very beginning. I have been
astonished at some of the things that
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have been said and fed to the news-
papers, which gleefully publish it with-
out checking on the accuracy. I must
say that I am appalled by the adminis-
tration’s lack of understanding as to
the enormous flexibility provided in
this measure.

This consolidation plan provides
greater flexibility to the executive
branch than exists in current law. The
only hitch is to abolish three outdated
agencies. That is where the protests
have come.

This bill does not legislate every po-
sition and office in the Department of
State, and anybody who says to the
contrary has not even read the bill.

Now, the committee provides guid-
ance for the organizational structure of
consolidation. S. 908, the pending bill,
mandates 5 Under Secretary posi-
tions—the exact number mandated
under current law—and provides au-
thority for 20 Assistant Secretary posi-
tions, two of which are mandated.
What do you know, current law man-
dates three. The bill before you allows
the President and Secretary of State
unparalleled flexibility to organize
under the five senior positions at
State. The committee provides $225
million over 2 years for transitional
funds with extraordinary authorities.
This is designed to ease and facilitate
transition to a reduced Federal bu-
reaucracy.

Now, for the purpose of emphasis, Mr.
President, let me remind the Senate
that the pending bill, S. 908, is the very
first authorization bill this Senate has
considered since the House and Senate
budget agreed to achieve a balanced
Federal budget by the year 2002. I am
pleased and grateful that the Foreign
Relations Committee has fulfilled its
duty. We have done the best we can. If
sheer, raw politics takes over and pre-
vents the approval of this bill, or even
a vote on it by this Senate, that will
not be our fault.

This bill, S. 908, meets the Budget
Committee targets, and it puts our
international affairs budget on a tra-
jectory to balance the Federal budget.

The Congressional Budget Office, who
is pretty good at this thing, estimates
that S. 908 will save more than $3.5 bil-
lion over 4 years—$3.66 billion to be
exact. It will save almost $5 billion
over the next 5 years, and these savings
do not result from dramatic cuts in
international programs. They result in
dramatic cuts in the bloated Federal
bureaucracy.

Now then, Mr. President, consolida-
tion is the only available option to
maintain our overseas presence at the
budget levels that have been agreed to
for the next 7-year period. They have
been voted on by this Senate. If the ad-
ministration succeeds in its efforts to
shoot down this bill, the foreign affairs
agencies will be in far worse shape than
ever.

The House of Representatives, be-
cause they have different rules from
the Senate, passed the companion bill,
H.R. 1561, several weeks ago, and the

House is ready to go to conference with
the Senate if, as and when we pass this
bill.

The able Senator from Massachu-
setts, [Mr. KERRY], who has so faith-
fully supported his President, offered
an amendment in the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee to consolidate these
agencies. But the Senator’s amend-
ment provided only half the cost sav-
ings of the committee bill and, of
course, that does not qualify. We have
to meet the budget that we voted to
approve in the U.S. Senate. Senator
KERRY knows, notwithstanding the ad-
ministration, that consolidation is the
right thing to do. I have known JOHN
KERRY for a long time, and I know that
he understands the situation.

Well, I guess we are in sort of the po-
sition that Mark Twain once remarked
about. He said, Mr. President, ‘‘Always
do right. This will gratify some people
and astonish all the rest.’’

Maybe the administration does not
want to astonish anybody. I will tell
you one thing, the American people ex-
pect both the President and the U.S.
Senate to do the right thing.

Mr. President, consolidation is the
only way to go, and it is the right
thing to do. Of course, I urge Senators
on both sides of the aisle to lay politics
aside and let us proceed with this bill.

Thank you, Mr. President.
I now yield to the distinguished

ranking member of the committee,
Senator PELL.

Mr. PELL. I thank my colleague.
Mr. President, the Senate now turns

to S. 908, the Foreign Relations Revi-
talization Act of 1995. In prior years
this legislation has been called the
Foreign Relations Authorization Act
and has authorized funding for the De-
partment of State, the U.S. Informa-
tion Agency [USIA], and international
broadcasting activities.

I want to acknowledge at the outset,
Mr. President, the earnestness which
with the Foreign Relations Committee
Republicans—under the leadership of
Chairman HELMS—have tackled this
legislative effort. In this bill, Senator
HELMS has made a serious—if con-
troversial—effort to examine and adapt
the U.S. foreign policy structure to the
exigencies of the post-cold-war world. I
think it is important to note the con-
tributions that the senior Senator from
North Carolina has made in this re-
gard. I also wish to underscore that in
this era of budget stringency, I well un-
derstand the imperative of consolida-
tion and the elimination of duplication
in the foreign affairs bureaucracy. I
therefore can appreciate Senator
HELMS’ intent in moving this legisla-
tion.

During my tenure on the Foreign Re-
lations Committee, I always have tried
to work cooperatively and in good faith
with Senator HELMS. I have appre-
ciated his unmistakable candor, as well
as the courtesy he extended me when I
was chairman. When we have dis-
agreed, we both have attempted to do
so in an agreeable manner. One of my

main reasons for doing so, above and
beyond the regard I have for Senator
HELMS, is the importance that I attach
to bipartisanship in foreign policy. I re-
gret to note that, for the first time in
my memory, this bill was reported by
the committee on a straight, party-line
vote.

I also must point out the administra-
tion’s strenuous opposition to this bill.
Secretary of State Warren Christopher
outlined the administration’s views in
a July 25, 1995 letter to me. I ask unan-
imous consent that it be printed in the
RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks, and from which I now will
quote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. PELL. Christopher writes:
At a time when our nation’s security and

prosperity demand sustained American en-
gagement in the world, this bill mandates
drastic resource reductions for international
affairs and undermines the President’s con-
stitutional authority to conduct our foreign
policy. If S.908 is presented to the President
in its current form, I will have no choice but
to recommend a veto.

In a July 26 statement, the President
said that S. 908 would attack his con-
stitutional authority to conduct Amer-
ica’s foreign policy, and that, ‘‘if this
legislation comes to my desk in its
present form, I will veto it.’’ I ask
unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent’s veto statement be printed in the
RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)
Mr. PELL. Why, Mr. President, has

this bill has become so controversial
that the Secretary would recommend
and the President would threaten a
veto? The answer lies in the number of
proposals that collectively would re-
strict the President’s ability to con-
duct foreign policy. The most trouble-
some of these is the plan, outlined in
title I of the bill, to reorganize entirely
our country’s foreign policy agencies.
Specifically, the proposal mandates the
elimination of the U.S. Agency for
International Development [USAID],
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency [ACDA], and USIA, and trans-
fers some of their responsibilities to
the State Department. I believe the
plan is fraught with problems, and I
will address these shortly.

In addition to the reorganization
plan, there are a number of other dis-
turbing provisions of this bill—particu-
larly with regard to the United Na-
tions. Having just returned from the
50th anniversary celebration of the
founding of the United Nations, I am
freshly reminded that U.S. interests
are well served by our active participa-
tion in the United Nations. I continue
to support a vigorous and active U.S.
involvement in the U.N. system.

Titles II and III of this bill, however,
contain what might best be described
as an assault on the U.N. system. Not
only does the bill authorize drastic



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES 10932 July 31, 1995
cuts in funding levels for U.S. assessed
contributions to the United Nations in
section 201, it also places extreme new
restrictions on U.S. participation in
and involvement with the United Na-
tions. As Secretary Christopher noted
in his letter to me, ‘‘the funding cuts
this bill proposes in U.N. accounts and
the onerous restrictions it would place
on our ability to support U.N. peace-
keeping would reduce our ability to
achieve meaningful reform.’’ The
President added further that, ‘‘the leg-
islation would handcuff our ability to
take part in and lead United Nations
operations, limiting our choice each
time a crisis arose to acting alone—or
not at all.’’

Section 205, for instance, would with-
hold large percentages of the U.S. con-
tributions to the United Nations until
an annual certification is made regard-
ing the Office of the U.N. Inspector
General. The section lays out criteria
that are arbitrary and impossible to
certify, which will mean substantial
and unnecessary cuts in our contribu-
tions to the United Nations. This sec-
tion will, as a result, do little to ad-
vance U.N. reform and will only under-
cut U.S. leadership at the United Na-
tions. I hope very much it can be modi-
fied.

Other sections pertaining to the
United Nations in title II are equally
problematic. In particular, I am con-
cerned about various provisions in sec-
tions 203, 217, and 220, as well as other
sections, and I intend to address these
during the course of debate on this bill.

Moving beyond the U.N. provisions,
Mr. President, I want to focus for a mo-
ment on the reorganization plan and
its impact. As many of my colleagues
know, the plan is largely the result of
the efforts of the chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee, Senator
HELMS. As I said earlier, Chairman
HELMS has taken a serious initiative,
and already he has made an important
contribution to the debate over the
conduct of foreign affairs in the post-
cold-war era.

That being said, I am opposed to Con-
gress deciding—on its own—how to re-
structure the way in which the Presi-
dent conducts American foreign policy.
Moreover, it is far from clear that this
plan represents the best way to adapt
our foreign policy structure to our
times. That being the case, I do not
think it would be prudent for Congress
to insist that this President—or any
President, for that matter—implement
the plan.

The proponents of this reorganiza-
tion plan have emphasized cuts, con-
solidation, and elimination, but in my
opinion have not paid sufficient atten-
tion to the consequences. Nearly every-
thing in this plan suggests that the
United States should retrench from its
global commitments and responsibil-
ities. If taken to its logical conclusion,
the plan could well lead the United
States on the path toward isolationism
and withdrawal.

As we proceed, I intend to support a
Democratic alternative to the restruc-
turing plan. The alternative proposal
mandates a reduction in the number of
foreign affairs agencies—USAID,
ACDA, and USIA, and in fact would
allow the elimination of all three of
them. Where it differs from the Repub-
lican plan is in giving the President—
in whom the Constitution vests pri-
mary responsibility for the conduct of
foreign relations—some flexibility to
determine how best to organize the for-
eign affairs agencies. Our proposal
leaves it to the President to decide
which agencies should be eliminated,
and how their responsibilities should
be restructured.

I hope the Senate will give careful
consideration to our proposal, as it em-
braces the goals Chairman HELMS has
set forth during the committee’s con-
sideration of the bill, but goes about
achieving them in what I believe is a
more reasonable and practical manner.

During the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee markup of S. 908, a number of
Democratic amendments were offered
to try to improve the reorganization
plan and other portions of the bill. I of-
fered an amendment to preserve an
independent ACDA, which regrettably
was defeated as were similar amend-
ments on USIA and USAID. That being
the case, I expect there will a great
many amendments offered in order to
improve this bill, including amend-
ments to save each of the independent
foreign affairs agencies. Senator HAT-
FIELD and I, for example, intend to
offer an amendment on ACDA similar
to that offered in committee. In an era
when threats to U.S. security are be-
coming more diverse and challenging,
it defies reason that the Congress
would want to dismantle the sole inde-
pendent voice for nonproliferation
within the U.S. Government. I hope
very much that the rest of the Senate
will concur.

Mr. President, as we approach the
onset of the 21st century, it is evident
that the United States must redefine
its place in global affairs. To do so, our
Presidents must have at their disposal
the proper tools to develop and imple-
ment foreign policies that reflect the
changing nature of American interests.
If we adopt this bill in its present form,
I fear the Congress will—unnecessarily
and unwisely—do grave damage to our
country’s future ability to function as
a world power. To quote once again the
Secretary of State, this bill ‘‘delib-
erately gouges our resources and
micromanages the funds that re-
main. * * * S. 908, as currently drafted,
will have a destructive effect on the
conduct and character of American for-
eign policy for years to come.’’

Mr. President, unless there are dra-
matic and wholesale changes to this
bill, I intend to vote against it. If I
happen to lose that vote and the Con-
gress enacts this bill, it appears that
the President will veto. It distresses
me very much that our foreign policy
is being cast in such partisan terms. I

do not believe such an approach serves
the interests of our Nation or its peo-
ple.

EXHIBIT 1

THE SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington, July 25, 1995.

Hon. CLAIBORNE PELL,
Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate.

DEAR SENATOR PELL: The Senate will soon
consider S. 908, the ‘‘Foreign Relations Revi-
talization Act of 1995.’’ At a time when our
nation’s security and prosperity demand sus-
tained American engagement in the world,
this bill mandates drastic resource reduc-
tions for international affairs and under-
mines the President’s constitutional author-
ity to conduct our foreign policy. If S. 908 is
presented to the President in its current
form, I will have no choice but to rec-
ommend a veto.

This bill’s attack on Presidential author-
ity is unprecedented in scope and severity. It
interferes with the President’s responsibility
to structure America’s foreign policy appara-
tus by abolishing three agencies of govern-
ment and merging their functions into the
Department of State. And it slashes the
numbers of foreign affairs professionals who
are so essential to meet the threats and seize
the opportunities of the turbulent post-Cold
War world.

This bill takes no account of the serious
and successful efforts this Administration is
taking to streamline the foreign affairs
agencies and to consolidate functions among
them. The State Department, ACDA, AID,
and USIA are all vigorously cutting costs
and employment, realigning resources to
better match policy priorities, and moderniz-
ing communications and information sys-
tems. Eliminating these latter three agen-
cies, as the bill proposes, would undermine
our effectiveness—not enhance it.

While S. 908 contains a number of manage-
ment authorities sought by the Department
of State, the cumulative weight of its re-
strictions, requirements and prohibitions
would obstruct the President’s ability to
conduct America’s foreign policy and cripple
America’s ability to lead. The bill purports
to prohibit any U.S. diplomatic activity in
North Korea, thus impeding our ability to
implement the North Korea Framework Ac-
cord that is helping to put an end to a nu-
clear crisis on the Korean peninsula. It also
interferes with our delicate relations with
China, and forces a change in our migration
policy that could pose a serious threat to
America’s borders. We also oppose the provi-
sion requiring the Treasury Department to
issue licenses permitting letter of credit pay-
ments from blocked Iraqi funds where no
U.S. bank has a payment obligation, thus fa-
voring certain corporate claimants in a man-
ner not compelled by the law of letters of
credit, to the detriment of other U.S. claim-
ants against Iraq, including injured U.S.
military personnel.

With respect to the United Nations, we
share the Congress’ concern about the need
for reform. In Halifax and in San Francisco,
the President directed the world’s attention
toward this important issue. There is grow-
ing support for our reform agenda and a com-
mitment to follow-up on the progress made
in Halifax. However, the funding cuts this
bill proposes in UN accounts and the onerous
restrictions it would place on our ability to
support UN peacekeeping would reduce our
ability to achieve meaningful reform. We are
especially concerned about restrictions on
intelligence sharing, and certification re-
quirements related to UNPROFOR in Bosnia
and the oversight function in the UN that
will be impossible to meet. As the President
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noted in his speech on the UN’s 50th Anniver-
sary, turning our back on the UN would in-
crease the economic, political and military
burden on the American people.

We recognize in this bill the desire of the
Congress for a better foreign affairs con-
sultation process, particularly on peacekeep-
ing issues. We believe this can better be
achieved through closer cooperation, rather
than through legislation that would unduly
restrict the ability of this and future Presi-
dents to provide for the nation’s security.

Finally, this bill’s overall cuts in the
International Affairs (150) function com-
promise the safety and well-being of our na-
tion. The tiny fraction of federal spending we
devote to international affairs—a mere 1.3
percent of the budget, of which only a third
is included in this bill—helps us strengthen
American security by fighting the spread of
nuclear weapons and technology. It helps us
protect American lives by combating terror-
ists, drug traffickers, and international
criminals. It helps us create American jobs
by opening foreign markets and promoting
U.S. exports. And, it gives force to American
principles by bolstering peace, human rights
and democracy around the world.

Moreover, the preventive diplomacy that
the International Affairs budget funds is our
first and least costly line of defense. Com-
pare the cost of arms control and diplomatic
action to stem proliferation to the price we
would pay if rogue states obtained nuclear
weapons. Compare the cost of promoting de-
velopment to the price of coping with famine
and refugees. Compare the cost of successful
government-to-government and public diplo-
macy to the cost of military involvement. If
we gut our diplomatic activities today, we
will face much greater crises with concomi-
tant costs and crises in the future.

The Administration cannot support a bill
that deliberately gouges our resources and
micromanages the funds that remain. We op-
pose this bill and will also oppose any
amendments to this bill that further restrict
or restrain the President’s ability to safe-
guard America’s interests. We will firmly re-
sist efforts that would have America abdi-
cate its leadership role in global affairs. I
firmly believe that S. 908, as currently draft-
ed, will have a destructive effect on the con-
duct and character of American foreign pol-
icy for years to come.

Sincerely,
WARREN CHRISTOPHER.
EXHIBIT 2

THE WHITE HOUSE,
OFFICE OF THE PRESS SECRETARY,

July 26, 1995.
STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT—THE FOREIGN

RELATIONS REVITALIZATION ACT OF 1995 (S.
908)
Congress is now considering legislation—S.

908, ‘‘The Foreign Relations Revitalization
Act of 1995’’—that would undermine the
President’s authority to conduct our na-
tion’s foreign policy and deny us the re-
sources we need to lead in the world. If this
legislation comes to my desk in its present
form, I will veto it.

S. 908 attacks the President’s constitu-
tional authority to conduct America’s for-
eign policy. No President—Democrat or Re-
publican—could accept these restrictions be-
cause they threaten the President’s ability
to protect and promote American interests
around the world.

The legislation would ban or severely re-
strict diplomatic relations with key coun-
tries. Indeed, had it been in effect a few
months ago, it would have prevented us from
concluding the agreement with North Korea
to dismantle its nuclear program. The legis-
lation would handcuff our ability to take
part in and lead United Nations operations,

limiting our choice each time a crisis arose
to acting alone—or not at all. The legisla-
tion would abolish three important agen-
cies—the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, the Agency for International Devel-
opment, and the U.S. Information Agency.
Each is already making serious and success-
ful efforts to streamline its operations, as
part of my administration’s Reinventing
Government program. Eliminating them en-
tirely would undermine our effectiveness,
not enhance it.

In short, the legislation would put Con-
gress in the business of micro-managing our
nation’s foreign policy—a business it should
not be in.

This legislation combined with S. 961, ‘‘the
Foreign Aid Reduction Act of 1995’’, would
also slash our international affairs budget—
which already is only a little over 1.3 percent
of our total federal budget. We use these
funds to fight the spread of nuclear weapons
and technology, to combat terrorists, drug
traffickers and international criminals; to
create American jobs by opening new mar-
kets for our exports; and to support the
forces of peace, democracy and human rights
around the world who look to America for
leadership.

The proposed cuts in the international af-
fairs budget are dangerous and shortsighted.
We know from experience that it is a lot less
costly—in terms of money spent and lives
lost—to rely on development aid and diplo-
macy now than it is to send in our troops
later. There is a price to be paid for Amer-
ican leadership. But the return on our in-
vestment—in terms of increased security and
greater prosperity for the American people—
more than makes up for the cost. What
America cannot afford are the foreign affairs
budget cuts proposed in these bills.

As I have made clear before, I want to
work with Congress to get an international
affairs bill I can sign—a bill that protects
the President’s authority to conduct foreign
policy, maintains vital resources and reflects
a bipartisan spirit that serves America’s in-
terests. The legislation Congress is consider-
ing fails each of those tests. If it is sent to
me as it now stands, I will veto it.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I am very
pleased today that we are able to bring
before us the State Department au-
thorization. It is revolutionary, re-
freshing. It is restructuring. It is an
historic bill that, for the first time in
decades, looks upon an entire compo-
nent of our Government in a very dif-
ferent fashion.

As chair of the International Oper-
ations Subcommittee, which has juris-
diction over these issues, I am very
pleased to play a role in the creation
and bringing of this legislation before
the floor.

Before I describe some of the issues
and the features of this legislation, I
certainly want to express my com-
mendations and appreciation for the
cooperation and the leadership pro-
vided to me and to others on the com-
mittee, to Chairman HELMS, who has
brought this legislation to the floor. It
is because of his hard work and initia-
tive we are considering it here today.

I also want to say I am very pleased
to have worked with Senator PELL, be-
cause of his contributions to the com-
mittee in the foreign policy arena over
the years, and with Senator KERRY,
who is the ranking member of the sub-
committee.

I am not new to these issues. I have
worked on these issues in the House as
ranking member of the counterpart
subcommittee for more than 10 years.
So many of these issues are very famil-
iar to me. But we have now reached a
point where we have to decide how we
are going to reform our foreign policy
apparatus and policymaking bureauc-
racy.

This bill has two main themes: Agen-
cy consolidation and deficit reduction.
It terminates three independent agen-
cies: The Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency, the Agency for Inter-
national Development, and the U.S. In-
formation Agency. It consolidates arms
control, development, and public diplo-
macy within the hierarchy of the State
Department. But it is far more than
just moving bureaucratic boxes around.
It integrates important aspects of
American foreign policy into our basic
policy formulation process. The pur-
pose of this is to improve our overall
foreign policy, not to diminish the im-
portance of any of these functions.

For example, currently the independ-
ent Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency is primarily responsible for the
nonproliferation policy. But concerns
about nuclear proliferation frames our
relations with a range of countries
around the world, from North Korea to
India to Iran. This bill will integrate
these issues into the policy formula-
tion process at the Department of
State. They are too important to be
considered as an afterthought in the
interagency process. And by better co-
ordinating public diplomacy with pol-
icy, we will also directly benefit from
the conduct of our Nation’s foreign pol-
icy and foreign relations.

Public relations plays an increas-
ingly important role in a world that is
increasingly democratic. Currently,
our public diplomacy expertise rests in
the independent U.S. Information
Agency. This bill integrates these
fields into our basic foreign policy-
making institutions.

The world has changed dramatically
in the last decade and, with it, the de-
mands on our foreign policy structure.
Gone is the cold war and the certainty
of a single opposing force in our foreign
relations. Gone, too, is the highly fo-
cused foreign policy we once waged
against an expansionist and authori-
tarian Soviet Union and its satellites.

In the 1990’s we face a new impera-
tive: To maintain a strong, aggressive
foreign policy, but to streamline our
operations, achieve cost savings, and
meet the new criteria of a changing
world. State Department consolidation
is an idea whose time has come.

In the aftermath of the collapse of
the Soviet Union and the reigniting of
ethnic strife that has been kept bottled
up by the cold war, we live in a new
world. But it is not necessarily a safer
world, as a multitude of crises across
the world have proven in the last few
years. Our legislation offers a fast,
flexible foreign affairs structure that
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we require and it also offers the prom-
ise of significant long-term cost sav-
ings.

This leads me to the second char-
acteristic of this legislation and that
is, of course, deficit reduction. Not
only does this bill restructure Govern-
ment within our foreign policy institu-
tions to make it smaller, more effi-
cient, but it also does so at a lesser
cost. These two themes are very close-
ly related and I believe will improve
our Nation’s ability to conduct a truly
coordinated and consistent foreign pol-
icy.

But, without agency consolidation,
we simply cannot meet our deficit re-
duction requirements without much
deeper program cuts in the inter-
national affairs account. The Congres-
sional Budget Office has indicated that
the consolidation plan would save $3
billion over the next 4 years. And,
frankly, Secretary of State Christopher
had originally proposed this consolida-
tion plan last fall, even though the
interagency process did not permit the
proposal to go forward with the admin-
istration, and that is regrettable, be-
cause I think it did prevent a biparti-
san discussion of this restructuring
proposal.

Even Vice President GORE had rec-
ommended, and said, in fact, the ad-
ministration would come forward with
a reinventing Government initiative
for the State Department and its for-
eign affairs related agencies, with a
planned savings of $5 billion over the
next 5 years. We have yet to see that
plan, let alone the administration’s
legislative proposal for the reauthor-
ization of the State Department.

In all my years having managed this
bill for the Republicans in the House of
Representatives, we have always had
an authorization proposal from the ad-
ministration—whether or not they
agreed with subsequently what the
committee might or might not do. So I
regret this bill is coming forward with-
out bipartisan support. We have tried
to be receptive to ideas, to incorporate
those ideas into this restructuring. But
we have yet to hear those ideas.

The fact is, I think this is the kind of
legislation that demands bipartisan
support. We received the unanimous
support of the Republicans on the com-
mittee. It certainly is not too late to
be engaged in a bipartisan process, but
it is important that we understand
that consolidation is necessary, and it
is not because we are saying we are
going to deemphasize these areas with-
in the State Department. In fact, I say
we are reemphasizing them in a dif-
ferent fashion as we move forward to
integrate these functions more effi-
ciently.

I am also disappointed by the admin-
istration’s apparent unwillingness and
its specific policy of not engaging us in
the field of ideas with respect to this
major restructuring of the State De-
partment. Rather, their strategy seems
to be embodied in the explicit words of

an internal AID memorandum that was
leaked to the press recently.

The strategy is to delay, postpone, obfus-
cate, derail—if we derail, we can kill the
merger.

So I think that is an unfortunate ap-
proach to one of the most significant
consolidation issues in recent years.
But I would like to describe the fea-
tures of this legislation because I do
think it is important for the Members
of this body to fully understand and
comprehend what we are attempting to
do through this consolidation proposal.

As I said, we are abolishing three
agencies and transferring their func-
tions within the State Department. I
believe the State Department itself
will be enhanced as well as reorganized
in a way that will significantly im-
prove the way in which we can develop
our foreign policy agenda.

The operations of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency and the
USIA, although streamlined, will be di-
rectly merged into the State Depart-
ment’s policymaking structure. If you
have any doubt as to whether or not we
should have a restructuring consolida-
tion of these three agencies within the
State Department, only look at this
graph, at the current structure of our
foreign affairs agency. You can see it is
rather complicated, convoluted. There
is duplication. It is much more com-
plex, in terms of trying to make deci-
sions; certainly less efficient. In to-
day’s world, whether it is the public or
private sector, everyone is looking to-
ward more efficiency for less money
and making it more effective.

What we are trying to do through
this reoganization is streamlining the
process so the Secretary of State is
better equipped to make those deci-
sions more efficiently. It is not to say
that arms control is not important, or
public diplomacy is not important, or
development assistance is not impor-
tant. What it is saying is, it is nec-
essary to efficiently incorporate it into
the structure that gets the Secretary’s
attention.

As many have said in the past, and
before the committee, you do not have
to have a separate independent agency
to make it a priority. I think that is
important.

As you can see here, something has
to be done. Just looking at this chart,
it is clear that we have to revise and
consolidate and make it more efficient
in today’s post-cold-war world.

I want to compare it to what we are
proposing in this legislation. And you
can see that we have far fewer boxes,
far fewer areas. We are making it far
more efficient to make those decisions.

I think that these charts certainly il-
lustrate what we are attempting to ac-
complish through this legislation. It is
an idea whose time has come. Even
Secretary Christopher indicated in a
speech before State Department em-
ployees back in March when they were
doing the strategic management initia-
tive that this was the 90th report since
1946 aimed at a restructuring and im-

proving the State Department. And I
am quoting now. He said, ‘‘It is there
gathering dust in the file cabinets.’’

So a lot of these ideas have been
around. But I think that what has hap-
pened in the post-cold-war period has
given us the impetus to begin the ap-
proach to consolidate. And that is why
I think it is also essential to have bi-
partisan input. That is why I regret
today that has not occurred.

As the Agency for International De-
velopment, this bill will more closely
tie our foreign assistance programs to
policy goals intended to directly ad-
vance our national interests. This will
be accomplished by integrating re-
gional foreign aid decisions into the
State Department’s regional policy bu-
reaus.

Former Under Secretary Bill Schnei-
der—who was responsible for coordinat-
ing the entire international affairs
budget for the Reagan administra-
tion—testified before my subcommit-
tee. He noted that AID’s structure, au-
tonomy, and management precludes a
sharp focus on using our aid resources
to support foreign policy functions. By
its very nature, he argued, AID pro-
grams have little behavioral impact on
the recipient in terms of advancing
U.S. foreign policy interests.

Former Secretary of State Larry
Eagleburger confirmed this argument,
by arguing for consolidating AID into
State in order that bilateral foreign as-
sistance be more closely related to spe-
cific, identifiable U.S. foreign policy
interests.

Today’s AID will be transformed into
a leaner State Department mechanism
for delivering foreign assistance.
Today, vast amounts of our humani-
tarian and developmental aid is
consumed by AID’s huge administra-
tive cost structure and field apparatus.
For instance, there are 690 AID em-
ployees stationed at our Embassy in
Cairo alone.

Out of a $2.3 billion developmental
aid account, AID spends $600 million on
its formal operating expenses account.
This is 25 cents for every developmen-
tal dollar.

But in reality, AID’s administrative
costs are much higher because AID’s
formal operating expenses only count
5,000 out of its 9,000 employees world-
wide. The remaining 4,000 are AID con-
tract employees who are paid out of
program funds, not operating expenses.

In looking at the Arms Control De-
velopment Agency, we certainly should
take very seriously the concerns that
have been expressed by arms control
advocates in the administration.

We should also, however, consider the
observations of former ACDA Director
Fred Ikle who testified before my sub-
committee that moving forward with a
proposal as innovative and necessary
as this is opposed because it: ‘‘hurts
the pride and prestige of the affected
officials, jeopardizes job security and
mobilizes throngs of contractors, cap-
tive professional organizations, and
other beneficiaries.’’
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Director Ikle also noted that people

who want to preserve an institution
long after they have served their pur-
pose believe they do so for the noblest
of reasons, but at the core of their ar-
gument is inevitably: ‘‘the tendency of
bureaucracies to become more vigorous
and grow in size as their initial purpose
is overtaken by events.’’

Director Ikle noted that ACDA was
formed 34 years ago out of the need to
maintain a tightly focused agency
dedicated to continuity and com-
petence in negotiations with a single
adversary, the Soviet Union. Now, he
noted, there is no more need for an
independent agency working only on
arms control issues than there would
be for a separate U.S. agency for
counterterrorism, global communica-
tions, or international crime.

I guess I could argue that there
should be separate agencies even for
those categories.

Former NSC Adviser Brent Scowcroft
noted at the same hearing, that this
changed focus of arms control argues
against an independent ACDA. He ob-
served that proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction is the single most im-
portant arms control issue today. The
full range of policy tools needed to ad-
dressing proliferation issues simply
cannot be accomplished out of an iso-
lated, insular ACDA. This, he argued
can only be pursued through the broad-
er institutions of State and DOD.

USIA

The most logical fit of all is the con-
solidation of the U.S. Information
Agency into the State Department. At
our overseas posts, State Department
and USIA operations work together in
an almost seamless fashion.

The top USIA officer at post is the
public affairs officer, who operates as
the Ambassador’s close media adviser
and the Embassy’s press officer. The
USIA operation at post conducts out-
reach into the grassroots organizations
and maintains contacts with all those
who help shape public opinion in the
country.

The purpose of this consolidation
would be to bring this same level of co-
ordination to Washington. A better un-
derstanding of and appreciation for the
impact of international public opinion
can only help us to formulate better
overall foreign policy.

Former NSC Adviser Scowcroft and
former Secretary Eagleburger made
this same observation, when they
noted that public diplomacy is a func-
tion with continuing and growing
needs. They noted that in the world
today, individuals, groups, and publics
have an increasing affect on how the
United States is viewed and how our
foreign policy is received. We need to
incorporate this capacity, they said,
into our core foreign policy institution.

The logic of combining these two
agencies is even recognized by the in-
spector general offices of the State De-
partment and USIA. Over the past few
years, they have adopted the practice
of jointly conducting their periodic in-

spections of diplomatic posts. They do
this together, because the State De-
partment and USIA functions at post
are so closely integrated.

This legislation sets up a 2-year tran-
sition period. The three agencies would
be merged into the State Department
by March 1, 1997. During this transition
period, the bill sets up a mechanism for
the President to transmit to Congress
his own consolidation plan. The Presi-
dent would be guaranteed quick action
by Congress under expedited proce-
dures.

So the President could in response to
this plan offer his own very specific
plan that would require a resolution of
approval. But the fact is that this leg-
islation gives the President the oppor-
tunity, as well as the flexibility, to
submit his own plan, or modifications
to this plan, and it would require a res-
olution of approval by Congress.

There are other issues in this legisla-
tion that I will not get into here today.
Some of the issues that I have in-
cluded, and others have included, are
very essential to the overall bill.

I know there is a great deal of anxi-
ety about this legislation among the
dedicated and hard-working employees
of our foreign affairs agencies. And I
understand that concern. I have
worked with them over the years, and
they have done an admirable, com-
mendable job in implementing their re-
sponsibilities. But I think we are deal-
ing in a different world today. We have
to come to recognize that we have to
do things somewhat differently.

That is why I certainly would prefer
the administration working in conjunc-
tion with the chairman and myself and
other members of committee to de-
velop a plan that has a bipartisan con-
sensus because the scope of this legisla-
tion calls for a more proactive role on
the part of this administration. In fact,
they have an obligation as well as a re-
sponsibility to do so. But to maintain
silence on this issue is unacceptable,
let alone understandable, given the
magnitude of this consolidation and
given the fact that it is affecting our
foreign policymaking apparatus.

I hope that during this process we
will hear from them, not simply to
stonewall, as the chairman said, this
process, but to help expedite this proc-
ess of consolidation and integration of
our foreign affairs agencies.

This approach should be bipartisan.
There is nothing Republican or Demo-
cratic about this approach. This should
be an approach that everybody can en-
dorse, and, in fact, Secretary Chris-
topher had even recommended this ap-
proach last fall only to be rejected by
others within the administration.

As the chairman has indicated, five
former Secretaries of State have sup-
ported this initiative. I think that is
significant. The time has come for this
kind of consolidation, and it is not gut-
ting it because the issue of restructur-
ing, as even Secretary Christopher in-
dicated, has been done over the years,
but the changes as a result of the end

of the cold war has compelled us to
look at these issues very realistically.
We are not saying that this is a perfect
plan. But it is very difficult to work
with the other side when they are un-
willing to work to make the revisions
that they think are necessary to do
this legislation.

During one of our subcommittee
hearings on this plan, former Bush ad-
ministration official Bob Kimmit, who
was Under Secretary of State, said that
when he was asked to testify, he gave
his proposal very careful and serious
review. The standard he used in decid-
ing his position on this was whether he
would be as enthusiastic in support if
it had been proposed by the Clinton ad-
ministration rather than by the Repub-
lican Congress, or if it had been ad-
vanced by a Democratic Congress dur-
ing a second Bush administration.

Mr. Kimmit, together with a great
number of our witnesses, made a com-
mon observation: To place a priority
on the issue does not require a separate
agency. No one questions the impor-
tance of arms control, public diplo-
macy or international development.
Imagine if the principle of maintaining
a separate agency for every important
policy issue were applied throughout
our Federal Government. There would
be no end to organizational prolifera-
tion.

I think we get some idea just based
on the current chart with respect to
the State Department and its related
agencies and the bureaucratic confu-
sion that has been created as a result
of the multitude of agencies that exist
within these agencies.

This is not a Republican plan against
a Democratic administration. This is
an American plan that would benefit
all future American administrations,
both Republican and Democratic.

So I urge my colleagues to consider
it on its own merits, devoid of partisan
considerations. If considered on this
basis, I believe we will receive over-
whelming support on both sides of the
aisle.

The bill before us is breathtaking,
not just in its scope but in the quality
of the recommendations and gives
credit to our chairman, to our commit-
tee, and to all the Senators who have
been involved in its creation.

In the final analysis, whether you are
Republican or Democrat, what we are
doing here today would be arguing for
fundamental, positive change in our
Government. This is a chance to cast a
vote for exactly the kind of change
that the American people want. This is
a vote for cost savings and efficiencies
we will need to advance and if we are
certainly going to meet our deficit re-
duction goals required by the budget
resolution that passed the Congress.
But also more importantly it is to ad-
vance our foreign policy goals. I think
in the final analysis this is exactly
what this legislation would do.

On a final note, I should say that not
only do I commend the employees
within these various agencies but also
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the directors and the administrators
because without a doubt they have
been hard-working, dedicated individ-
uals who are committed to their goals.
And although we may disagree on this
consolidation, I want to make sure I
give credit to those individuals who
currently head these agencies because
clearly they have worked very hard to
try to do what they can with the kind
of mandates received within current
law and with the structures that they
have had to live with. And I understand
their commitment to maintaining the
current structure. But I think they
also hopefully understand we have to
meet the goals that are required of us
through not only the budget resolution
but also because the climate and the
circumstances have now changed.

So, Mr. President, I hope that as we
go through this process in the final
analysis we will be able to get a reorga-
nization of State Department agencies
necessary to meet the future commit-
ments of this country.

I yield the floor.
Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

FRIST). The Senator from North Caro-
lina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate has just heard a remarkable dis-
course by the able Senator from Maine,
whom I have long admired. She is cer-
tainly an addition to the wisdom of the
Senate on many matters, especially
foreign affairs. I wish to thank her for
her diligent work on this bill, and I
thank her for the great statement she
just delivered.

Mr. President, another distinguished
member of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee who has done so well in assist-
ing in the drafting of this bill is Sen-
ator CRAIG THOMAS of Wyoming. He is
chairman of the East Asian Sub-
committee of the Foreign Relations
Committee, and I hope the Chair will
recognize him.

Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming.
Mr. THOMAS. I thank the Chair.
I thank the chairman of the commit-

tee for the opportunity to comment on
this bill. I rise to place my full support
behind Chairman HELMS and the efforts
to overhaul and streamline the Depart-
ment of State.

These bills are very complicated, of
course, and throughout the duration of
this debate and discussion it will be
hard to track. Let me read just a cou-
ple of paragraphs from a letter the
chairman sent to me that I think is
fairly succinct.

Six weeks ago, with the support of every
Republican Member, the Foreign Relations
Committee passed S. 908, the Foreign Rela-
tions Revitalization Act. This legislation is
the first authorization measure to reach the
Senate floor within budget targets, fulfilling
the mandate the American people gave us
last November. This bill is a promise kept:
Money is saved, bureaucracy eliminated, and
the ability of our Nation to conduct foreign
policy enhanced.

This reorganization of the U.S. foreign pol-
icy apparatus saves $3.66 billion over four

years. A similar measure has already passed
the House. Three agencies, the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency, the Agency for
International Development, and the United
States Information Agency are abolished and
their functions are rolled into the Depart-
ment of State.

The core functions of these agencies are
not lost. Despite propagandizing to the con-
trary, independent broadcasting is protected;
arms control and non-proliferation will be
strengthened; and the assistance programs
which support national interests will be lib-
erated from a convoluted AID bureaucracy.
This consolidation plan has been endorsed by
five former U.S. Secretaries of State. . . .
And as Henry Kissinger recently said, if
given a truth serum, Secretary Christopher
would endorse it too.

That summarizes, it seems to me,
what it is we are seeking to do here.
The chairman has spoken at length,
and the Senator from Maine in her ex-
cellent commentary spoke about the
need for important legislation, so I will
not cover that same territory.

The changes proposed in S. 908 are
long overdue. What I will address, how-
ever, is the way in which AID and this
administration has handled itself in
the face of the chairman’s efforts.
From the beginning, instead of cooper-
ating in a constructive effort to work
with the Congress in cutting waste,
overlapping responsibilities, and out-
moded and outdated programs, the ad-
ministration has chosen to ignore and
stonewall. The word has gone out to
the bureaucrats and to the Democrat
Members of Congress that this is the
party line. A memo that was quoted
earlier indicated that the strategy is to
‘‘delay, postpone, obfuscate, derail. If
we derail, we can kill the merger,’’ it
says. ‘‘Official word is we don’t care if
there is a State authorization bill this
year.’’

As a result, it has been strongly ru-
mored that we will face a flurry of
amendments to this bill as we have
seen in other bills in a veiled attempt
to filibuster. So much for the adminis-
tration’s dedication to reinventing
Government.

Requests for meetings have gone un-
answered, as have requests for informa-
tion. Instead of working with Congress,
AID has gone out of its way to preserve
itself by spreading confusion and panic
among organizations with which it
does business, by distorting the pur-
pose and the probable impact of S. 908.
Many of these practices I believe come
close to pressing the breaking of the
law. For instance, I am aware of AID
staffers who have contacted several
private groups and urged them to lobby
for the defeat of S. 908. My office has
received almost weekly information
packets from AID including xeroxed
copies of articles and editorials in op-
position to the merger—omitting, of
course, those that are in favor.

I find it highly improper that AID is
spending taxpayer dollars in supplies
and employee time lobbying us for
their own continuation.

Mr. President, S. 908 is supported by
five former Secretaries of State and,
until overruled by the White House,

Secretary Christopher. It is an idea
whose time has come. Its time is here.
At a time when we do not have enough
money to take care of our own citizens’
fundamental needs and are con-
sequently forced to rethink the funding
levels in our domestic budget, to argue
that we cannot make similar difficult
cuts in the structure of foreign policy
is both disingenuous and unrealistic.

So again, Mr. President, I rise in sup-
port of this proposal. I think it is one
of the things that the voters said to us
in 1994. They said we need to make
some changes in the way the Federal
Government operates; that the Govern-
ment is too big, it spends too much,
and that we should find better ways to
deliver services; that we should find
more efficient ways to use tax dollars.

Mr. President, this is one of those
ways, and I urge support for this legis-
lation.

I yield the floor.
Mr. GRAMS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota.
Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise in

strong, enthusiastic support of S. 908,
the Foreign Relations Revitalization
Act. As a member of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, I am proud to have
voted for this groudbreaking legisla-
tion to fundamentally reform Ameri-
ca’s foreign affairs agencies.

For much of this year, Congress has
responded to the voters’ demand to
shrink the Federal Government and re-
duce its intrusion in their lives. But it
is not just our domestic agencies that
are in need of an overhaul.

S. 908 fulfills two important goals:
First, it will help to reshape the State
Department so that we can better meet
the new challenges of a rapidly chang-
ing world. And second, it will apply our
limited financial resources in a more
realistic and effective way.

Unfortunately, the President’s pro-
posed budget for 1996 would actually in-
crease international affairs spending
by $950 million, and that is hardly evi-
dence of a strong commitment to bal-
ancing the budget.

Moreover, some administration offi-
cials—as well as some Members of this
body—have thrown around reckless ac-
cusations about this bill’s efforts to re-
organize the State Department. They
charge that it somehow represents a
move to withdraw the United States
from international affairs.

But make no mistake. It is our de-
sire, and America’s responsibility, to
remain actively and productively en-
gaged around the world that make this
legislation so necessary.

While the administration has been
busy crying ‘‘isolationism″ and doing
everything in its power to block con-
sideration of S. 908, five former Sec-
retaries of State have come forward to
ardently endorse it.

Former Secretary of State Lawrence
Eagleburger and former National Secu-
rity Adviser Brent Scowcroft testified
on the clear connection between the
cold war and the expansion of the Fed-
eral bureaucracy:
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[T]his proliferation of agencies occurred in

response to security-related concerns which
have since diminished or disappeared. There-
fore, we are now encumbered by a plethora of
programs which no longer are closely tied to,
or clearly serve, U.S. national interests. . . .
[The] origins of the agencies being consid-
ered for abolition are all rooted in a world
which no longer exists.

And former Secretary of State Henry
Kissinger—not known for ‘‘isolation-
ist’’ tendencies—wrote,

What is needed is steadiness, coherence
and precision in the articulation and imple-
mentation of policies. . . .

He went on to say:
Your proposal to abolish the Agency for

International Development, the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency, and the U.S.
Information Agency is a bold step in this di-
rection by centralizing authority and respon-
sibility for the conduct of foreign affairs
where it properly belongs—in the President’s
senior foreign affairs advisor, the Secretary
of State.

Even current Secretary of State War-
ren Christopher reportedly made a
similar proposal to Vice President
Gore’s ‘‘Reinventing Government’’
team. But, unfortunately, the Vice
President chose to reject the Sec-
retary’s plan and, instead, capitulated
to the cold war reactionaries in the ad-
ministration who are intent on pre-
serving their pet agencies at all costs.

Therefore, Mr. President, Congress
must act responsibly with the tax-
payers’ money and do for the State De-
partment what it could not do for it-
self. Rather than ‘‘micromanage’’
State Department reform, S. 908 pre-
serves substantial flexibility for the
President and the Secretary of State to
determine its new organizational struc-
ture.

Given the complete lack of coopera-
tion Congress has received on this issue
from the administration, allowing such
flexibility may be considered a ‘‘leap of
faith.’’ However, I firmly believe Con-
gress should guide and agencies should
be expected to perform.

Above all, Mr. President, the heart of
S. 908 must be kept intact. The consoli-
dation of AID, ACDA and USIA under
the State Department will end the cur-
rent duplication of many functions and
personnel.

As a result, S. 908 will save the tax-
payers $4.8 billion over 5 years accord-
ing to the Congressional Budget Office.
The international affairs budget must
take its fair share of reductions to
keep us on track to balancing the
budget in 2002.

But I want to remind my colleagues
that without the efficient and prudent
savings in the State Department reor-
ganization plan, cuts in foreign aid pro-
grams will have to be that much deep-
er.

Finally, I hope that this bill—com-
bined with S. 961, the Foreign Aid Re-
duction Act—will encourage a com-
prehensive review of U.S. foreign aid.

We all know that foreign aid is held
in low esteem by many Americans.
Given the track record of AID and the
minimal performance of some foreign

aid programs, this is hardly surprising.
We must not abdicate our oversight re-
sponsibilities. By enacting the legisla-
tion before us today, we can begin re-
habilitating foreign aid in the eyes of
the American people.

Mr. President, we must ask our-
selves: Do we really need a bureaucracy
of 9,300 employees and contractors to
manage foreign aid programs? There
are 405 employees at AID’s Egypt mis-
sion in Cairo alone. And it costs the
taxpayers $150,000 to $300,000 a year—
not counting salary—to station just
one AID employee overseas.

We must focus our efforts on making
sure that foreign aid actually reaches
people in need rather than getting
swallowed up by oversized U.S. and for-
eign bureaucracies.

I support an approach that conducts
more of our foreign aid programs
through non-governmental organiza-
tions and private voluntary organiza-
tions. These are groups that generally
have much lower overhead costs than
AID.

As we reevaluate foreign aid and de-
mand that it become more account-
able, more efficient and more effective,
we must also examine the actions of
those countries which receive taxpayer
dollars.

Foreign aid cannot provide real, sus-
tainable development unless recipient
countries are dedicated to economic
freedom and free-market reforms. To
renew Americans’ faith in foreign aid,
we must show them proven results.

We cannot afford to run an inter-
national welfare program which sub-
sidizes countries that show no progress
toward economic self-sufficiency. Just
like our broken welfare system at
home, such a program will only encour-
age dependency and continue to burden
the taxpayers for years to come.

In closing, Mr. President, S. 908 offers
all Senators this opportunity: We have
all talked a good game about eliminat-
ing agencies that are outmoded or inef-
ficient. Now the question is can we ac-
tually do it.

I urge all Members to vote for S. 908,
not just for the sake of eliminating
three agencies, but because doing so
will help ensure that America has the
foreign policy tools necessary to take
us into the 21st century.

Thank you, Mr. President.
I yield the floor.
Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Carolina.
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I want to

pay my respects to the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota. He is one of
the newer members on the Foreign Re-
lations Committee. He is always there,
and he has always done his homework.
I congratulate him on his statement,
and I thank him for his participation
in the work of the committee.

Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri.
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I in-

tend to speak on the foreign relations

proposal at a later time, but I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business for 10 minutes in re-
gard to the welfare situation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

WELFARE REFORM

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate this opportunity to speak this
afternoon. The President of the United
States is speaking about the welfare
situation. He has promised to end wel-
fare as we know it, and it is important,
as we approach the debate on welfare
in the U.S. Senate, that we thoroughly
understand the condition in which we
find ourselves as a result of 30 years
during which Washington has dictated
a radical theory of welfare on Ameri-
ca’s poor.

The theory is that bureaucrats in
Washington are best equipped to solve
the welfare problem. Since the mid-six-
ties, we have spent nearly $5.4 trillion
on welfare, and the theory that Wash-
ington knows best is as dead and as
hopeless as many of the people it was
intended to help.

Most of America realizes this. Many
Members of the Senate realize this.
But, unfortunately, it does not appear
that the President realizes this. Today
in Vermont, veiled in glorious rhetoric,
President Clinton announced his inten-
tion, again, to end welfare as we know
it. But he revealed his intention to ex-
pand welfare beyond what we have ever
known.

Like so much with this administra-
tion’s public policy, what sounds great
frequently is different from what is re-
ality. The old adage, ‘‘signal right and
turn left,’’ has found new meaning in
this administration. When you are
riding down the highway and someone
signals right and then turns left, it can
be a very difficult and dangerous situa-
tion, and I am afraid that is what has
happened here.

The reality of the Clinton plan is
that it will result in more misery,
more hopelessness, and more despair in
America’s poor. It will provide a boost
to Washington’s welfare establishment.
The bureaucracy will burgeon. We need
another way of helping the poor. It is a
way which recognizes that the States
have an opportunity, and should have
an opportunity, to tailor welfare solu-
tions to meet the needs of their citi-
zens.

Last week, I spoke about Ariel Hill, a
5-month-old child, a victim of the wel-
fare system. I am sure she would have
said that we needed another approach
to welfare. Today, I want to talk about
another tragic story, another personal
example of welfare’s failure.

In the picture next to me is Ernesto
Ventura, a 4-year-old child who was
brutally abused and neglected by his
mother. Though the crime was com-
mitted only a year ago, its roots began
about 30 years ago at the beginning of
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a cycle of dependency, a cycle of hope-
lessness and Government sanction,
Government approval.

The story begins in the fall of 1968
when Eulalia Rivera left Puerto Rico
and came to the Columbia Housing
Project in Dorchester, an inner-city
Boston neighborhood. Within weeks
after arriving in Massachusetts,
Eulalia went on welfare to support her-
self and her family. Her first check, in-
stead of providing a solid foundation on
which to build, became a milestone in
her life, marking the first leg of a jour-
ney which has not ended to this day. ‘‘I
remember the first check,’’ Eulalia
told a reporter for the Boston Globe.
‘‘It was for $75 a month back then.’’
The checks have never stopped and the
hope has never grown.

Eulalia never left the housing project
where she first lived, and in this place
she raised 17 children, 14 of whom were
still living as adults. Her daughter,
Clarabel, has abused her son. Of these
17 children, almost none graduated
from high school, and they have pro-
duced 74 grandchildren, many of whom
entered the welfare system themselves.

As you can see on this chart, these
are the children of Eulalia, and vir-
tually all of them receive at least one
form of welfare benefit: SSI, due to suf-
fering from a nervous condition, also
collects $120 a month in food stamps;
another child receives: Medicaid, sub-
sidized housing, AFDC, food stamps;
this child receives Medicaid, subsidized
housing. Here is Medicaid, subsidized
housing, food stamps, SSDI; food
stamps, SSDI, AFDC. It just goes on in
each of these cases. AFDC, SSI, Medic-
aid, subsidized housing, food stamps;
AFDC, SSDI; AFDC.

This is the story of the
intergenerational web, the lack of
hope. Fifteen great-grandchildren now
comprise the fourth generation of this
welfare setting. The type of benefits re-
ceived by the extended family are the
alphabet soup of acronyms—all per-
fectly legal, and just as perfectly de-
structive to the human spirit. Many of
Eulalia’s descendents are considered
disabled due to a medical condition di-
agnosed as anxiety attacks. SSI pays
these individuals a monthly check in
lieu of the jobs they are unable to per-
form. While interviewing Clarabel’s
family to find the motivation behind
the tragedy of her son’s abuse, a Bos-
ton Globe reporter found that the cycle
continues, noting several school-aged
children at home watching MTV at 1:30
in the afternoon.

Theirs is a family that has given up
hope of finding jobs or receiving an
education, a family caught in a system
which rewards illegitimacy and dis-
courages work. Their lives revolve
around a monthly check, a dangerous
public housing project, and empty
dreams.

In the words of Robert Coard, direc-
tor of the antipoverty agency Action
for Boston Community Development:

This family is a classic example of a pov-
erty-stricken class. They are the ones who
have given up.

The tragedy of this story is perhaps
most evident in Clarabel Rivera
Ventura’s life. At the time she abused
Ernesto, she was 26 years old and preg-
nant, a mother of six, by five different
fathers. Even her family is not sure
about the identities of these men. ‘‘Oh,
wow,’’ her brother Juan told the Globe,
‘‘I have no idea.’’ Eulalia gave the
same answer. ‘‘I don’t even know who
they are.’’

A young woman caught up in the
overwhelming system, Clarabel Ven-
tura had no hope, no education, no
prospects, and her will to improve her
lot in life sapped by every check she re-
ceived. Perhaps she looked to drugs as
a way out.

Neighbors said that Clarabel sold
food stamps and even the family’s
washing machine to get money to pur-
chase crack—shouting at and striking
her children in frustration, neglecting
the needs of the children in order to
serve her own addiction. Reportedly,
Clarabel would send her children out
alone after midnight to beg for money,
cigarettes, and food from other resi-
dents in their housing project. Finally,
something snapped. In a rage, Clarabel
plunged 4-year-old Ernesto’s arm into
boiling water, severely burning him. It
was nearly 3 weeks before she sought
medical treatment for the wounds.
When paramedics finally arrived on the
scene, they found Ernesto in a back
room on a bare mattress, smeared with
his own blood and excrement. His
mother, he said, had abused him be-
cause she was mad.

Government-sponsored poverty has a
face, it has a soul, it has feelings and a
body that can be hurt. Every day, chil-
dren just like Ernesto suffer in an envi-
ronment which Washington has cre-
ated. They have no say. They cannot
vote, they cannot read, they often are
barely old enough to talk. But they
pay the price of Washington’s arrogant
demand that the entire country run a
welfare system in accordance with the
bureaucrats’ dictates.

The fact that welfare needs a major
overhaul is beyond debate. Washing-
ton’s one-size-fits-all bureaucratic
micromanaged welfare system has
failed, and failed miserably. Unfortu-
nately, President Clinton’s solution is
nothing more than 1988 revisited, rear-
ranging the deck chairs on the Welfare
Titanic, just as Washington has done in
prior attempts at reformation.

In 1988, Washington reformed welfare.
The result has been an increase in
spending for welfare programs of over
40 percent. We have more children in
poverty today than when the war on
poverty began. If there is anything we
have learned, it is that no one solution
from Washington has worked in the
past or will work in the future.

We have a mandate from the Amer-
ican people to tackle the welfare issue
head on. If Congress is going to be seri-
ous, we need to do more than reform
the welfare system. We need to replace
it. First, because one-size-fits-none, we
need to stop the system as we now

know it. We need to transfer to the
States, in a significant way, the oppor-
tunity to craft real solutions. Bringing
the States, under the guise of waiver-
granting, to Washington, DC to gain
the stamp of approval from this failed
system is the wrong way of doing busi-
ness and must be curtailed.

Second, Government and dollars
alone will not solve the problem. We
need to bring in nongovernmental,
charitable organizations, and citizens
to be a part of the solution.

Finally, let me say that as we debate
welfare reform in the days to come,
and as we confront the issue in the U.S.
Senate, we have to understand that
this is not just a debate about num-
bers. This is a debate about families,
about human beings, where despair has
come and hope is gone. We need to in-
volve ourselves as communities and
citizens. We need to disengage from the
idea that Washington knows all and
knows best. We need to make available
to the people of this country the oppor-
tunity to tailor solutions to this chal-
lenge in State and local arenas.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair for
the time.

f

FOREIGN RELATIONS
REVITALIZATION ACT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the pend-
ing business is the State Department
revitalization?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

AMENDMENT NO. 2025

(Purpose: To withhold $3,500,000 from the
‘‘International Conferences and Contin-
gencies’’ Account if the State Department
expended funds for the World Conference
on Women while Harry Wu was being de-
tained in China)

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE], for
himself, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. LOTT, and Mr.
HELMS, proposes an amendment numbered
2025.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 81, line 3, add the following:
(c) FURTHER CONDITIONAL AUTHORITY.—
(1) Of the funds authorized to be appro-

priated for Fiscal year 1996, in (a), $3,500,000
shall be withheld from obligation until the
Secretary of State certifies to the appro-
priate congressional committees, with re-
spect to the United Nations Fourth World
Conference on Women being held in Beijing,
that no funds available to the Department of
State were obligated or expended for United
States participation in the United Nations
Fourth World Conference on Women while
Harry Wu, a United States citizen, was de-
tained by the People’s Republic of China.
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(2) If the Secretary of State cannot make

the certification in Section 301 (c)(1), the
withheld funds shall be returned to the U.S.
Treasury.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, this is for
funding for international conferences.
S. 908 is an important piece of legisla-
tion. It provides for a massive
reinvention of our foreign affairs bu-
reaucracies. Because of this, I am fear-
ful that many of my colleagues on the
other side, in fact, maybe all of my col-
leagues, will not let us complete action
on this bill.

Chairman HELMS and the subcommit-
tee Chairperson SNOWE deserves credit
for bringing this landmark bill to the
floor. I signed a letter in support of
this earlier today, and ask that it be
printed in the RECORD at the conclu-
sion my statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit No. 1.)
Mr. DOLE. I signed the letter, along

with Senator HELMS and Senator
SNOWE.

Regardless of what happens on the
cloture vote tomorrow, there is an
issue we should address today: The
United States plan to attend the fourth
U.N. Conference on Women, scheduled
for September in Beijing, China. My
amendment would withhold $3.5 mil-
lion—50 percent of the total account—
unless the Secretary of State certifies
no United States funds were expended
to finance a United States delegation
to the women’s conference while Harry
Wu is detained in China.

As you know, since June 19, Harry
Wu has been detained in China. Con-
sular access to him, guaranteed under
the terms of our 1982 agreement with
China, was originally delayed. Last
week, a suspicious tape was released by
Beijing with Harry Wu confessing that
his past exposes on human rights
abuses in China were untrue. On July 9,
Harry Wu was charged with offenses
which could carry the death penalty. In
light of his years of experience in the
Chinese gulag, there is ample reason to
fear for Harry Wu’s safety.

Our relationship with China is at a
crucial crossroads. We have many dis-
putes with Beijing including trade, pro-
liferation, human rights, and Taiwan.
We must, however, choose our course of
action carefully. As Dr. Henry Kissin-
ger said before the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee earlier this month.
‘‘The danger of the existing
rollercoaster toward confrontation to
the United States and China is incal-
culable.’’ I share Dr. Kissinger’s con-
cern over the dangers of a full-scale
confrontation.

However, the most fundamental duty
of a government is to protect the
rights of its citizens—and Harry Wu is
an American citizen. I urge the Chinese
to release him. No improvement in re-
lations will be possible as long as he is
detained.

Mr. President, there are many prob-
lems with the fourth U.N. Conference
on Women. I share the view recently

expressed by Senator KASSEBAUM and
Congressman HAMILTON on U.N. con-
ferences:

The United Nations is in Peril of becoming
little more than a road show traveling from
conference to conference. If an issue is seri-
ous, a conference will not solve it; if it is not
serious, a conference is a waste of time.

In my view, the United States should
stay away from any U.N. conference
with goals and agendas which do noth-
ing to promote American interests—
whether they are held in Beijing,
Brusslels, or Boston.

There are many reasons to stay away
from the U.N. Women’s Conference—
from the systematic exclusion of cer-
tain nongovernment organizations to
the irony of holding a human rights
conference in a country with a poor
human rights record. The tilt toward
anti-Americanism and radicalism—al-
ways present in lowest common denom-
inator U.N. conferences—was particu-
larly pronounced for the Women’s Con-
ference. There was even a controversy
over the definition of gender in the pre-
paratory meetings of the conference.

There should be no doubt that China
will use the Women’s Conference to en-
hance its prestige and international
image. It is our view that the United
States should not be a party to what
will surely be a propaganda exercise as
long as Harry Wu is detained. It would
be wrong to attend a human rights con-
ference when an American citizen is
unjustly detained.

We should be realistic. The adminis-
tration can use already appropriated
funds to go to Beijing. We cannot stop
that today. However, we can make our
position clear. For the administration,
the choice in this amendment is sim-
ple—stay away from the Women’s Con-
ference while Harry Wu is detained or
lose 50 percent of your ability to fund
such conferences in the future. I urge
my colleagues to support the amend-
ment.

EXHIBIT 1

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, July 26, 1995.

DEAR COLLEAGUE: Six weeks ago, with the
support of every Republican member, the
Foreign Relations Committee passed S. 908,
the Foreign Relations Revitalization Act.
This legislation is the first authorization
measure to reach the Senate floor within
budget targets, fulfilling the mandate the
American people gave us last November.
This bill is a promise kept: Money is saved,
bureaucracy eliminated, and the ability of
our nation to conduct foreign relations en-
hanced.

This reorganization of the U.S. foreign pol-
icy apparatus saves $3.66 billion over four
years. A similar measure has already passed
the House. Three agencies, the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency, the Agency for
International Development and the United
States Information Agency are abolished and
their functions rolled into the Department of
State.

The core functions of these agencies are
not lost. Despite propagandizing to the con-
trary, independent broadcasting is protected;
arms control and non-proliferation will be
strengthened; and assistance programs which
support national interests will be liberated
from a convoluted AID bureaucracy. This

consolidation plan has been endorsed by five
former U.S. Secretaries of State: Henry Kis-
singer, George Shultz, Alexander Haig,
James Baker and Lawrence Eagleburger.
And as Henry Kissinger recently said, if
given a truth serum, Secretary Christopher
would endorse it too.

There is, however, an alternative to this
reorganization plan. It is called the status
quo.

Earlier this year, Secretary of State Chris-
topher suggested a similar reorganization of
the foreign affairs structure of this country,
only to be beaten back by Washington bu-
reaucrats protecting their fiefdoms. At-
tempts to engage the Clinton Administration
were rebuffed consistently; repeated offers to
find common ground have been rejected or
ignored. The Administration has offered no
alternatives and no savings.

President Clinton’s second budget calls for
a 20 percent cut in all non-defense accounts.
S. 908 delivers on that call. But there is only
one way to meet budget targets and still pre-
serve the core elements of U.S. international
operations: Consolidation of our foreign af-
fairs agencies.

This should not be a partisan battle. A
vote to sacrifice desk jobs for programs that
support U.S. national security and humani-
tarian goals should be an easy one. But the
Administration and the Democrats cannot
accept that sacrifice, which means partisan-
ship may rule the day. Their plan, detailed
in an AID memo, is to ‘‘derail, delay and ob-
fuscate’’ the process. Let us move this bill
quickly, defeat efforts to preserve the bu-
reaucratic status quo, and prove that we, at
least, are serious about cutting spending. We
need your vote.

Sincerely,
BOB DOLE,
OLYMPIA SNOWE,
JESSE HELMS.

AMENDMENT NO. 2026 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2025

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, of course
I support Senator DOLE’s amendment.
Before I discuss it, I have a second-de-
gree amendment to the Dole amend-
ment at the desk, which I ask be stat-
ed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
HELMS], proposes an amendment numbered
2026 to amendment No. 2025.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of the pending amendment, add

the following:
SEC. . UNITED NATIONS DIPLOMATIC DEBTS.

Of the funds authorized to be appropriated
for fiscal year 1996 in section 201 and section
301, not less than $20,000,000 shall be withheld
from obligation until the Secretary of State
reports to the Congress:

(1) the names of diplomatic personnel ac-
credited to the United Nations or foreign
missions to the United Nations, which have
accrued overdue debts to businesses and indi-
viduals in the United States; and

(2) that the United Nations Secretary Gen-
eral is cooperating fully with the United
States or taking effective steps on his own,
including publishing the names of debtors, to
resolve overdue debts owed by diplomats and
missions accredited to the United Nations.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, as I indi-
cated, I am a cosponsor of Senator
DOLE’s amendment which is an excel-
lent amendment. It encourages the ad-
ministration to do what it already
should have done: make a strong pro-
test to the Chinese over the arrest and
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detention of the American citizen and
friend of many of us in the Congress,
Harry Wu.

Just 2 weeks ago, Mr. President, I
met with Harry Wu’s wife in my office.
Jing Lee is a lovely person. She said
privately, and then again on the lawn
of the White House, the United States
should refrain from sending a delega-
tion to the United Nations Fourth Con-
ference on Women in Beijing until
Harry Wu is released safely. She asked,
ever so insightfully, ‘‘Why would the
United States wish to confer inter-
national recognition and legitimacy on
the Chinese Government at a time
when it is holding an American citizen
in captivity?’’

Over the weekend, the newspaper ran
articles showing that the President is
considering meeting with the Chinese
premier in this area of détente, as Sec-
retary of State Christopher is now re-
ferring to it. After the President goes
through with that meeting, and Harry
Wu is not released, then we absolutely
have no business sending any Ameri-
cans over to that conference in Beijing.

If the truth be known, the Beijing
women’s conference is fraught with
problems from top to bottom, starting
with the city in which it is being held.
Taking a paltry $3.5 million away from
one account in the State Department
is, in the short-term, the best way the
Senate has to send a signal in support
for Harry Wu’s release.

I might inquire of the majority lead-
er, does the Senator seek the yeas and
nays on his amendment?

Mr. DOLE. I will seek the yeas and
nays, and I think the Senator will seek
the yeas and nays on the second-degree
amendment.

Mr. HELMS. I will seek the yeas and
nays after the Senator.

Mr. DOLE. If I could speak to the
second-degree amendment. I thank the
Senator from North Carolina. I see on
his desk a story that appeared in the
Washington Times, and that is the pur-
pose of the amendment offered by the
Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. President, there are many prob-
lems in the U.N. system but today’s
front page story in the Washington
Times is another outrageous example
of the lack of accountability in the
United Nations. More than $9 million
in overdue debts have been accumu-
lated by foreign diplomats and foreign
missions in New York. Bills for land-
lords, hospitals, banks, stores, and res-
taurants all go unpaid while the dip-
lomats hide behind the U.N. blue flag.

The U.N. Secretary General issued a
report recognizing the problem was se-
rious. For example, some missions have
not paid rent for 2 years; property own-
ers were in danger of losing properties
but diplomatic tenants cannot be evict-
ed. The Secretary General, however, re-
fused to name names. Instead, he sug-
gested a working group to study the
problem. I think we all know how to
solve the problem. Don’t form yet an-
other layer of bloated bureaucracy—
just get the bills paid.

This second-degree amendment of-
fered by Senator HELMS is very simple.
It withholds $20 million—roughly dou-
ble the amount owed by deadbeat dip-
lomats—until the Secretary of State
certifies two things: First, the identi-
ties to the deadbeat diplomats by
name; and second, that the U.N. Sec-
retary General is addressing the prob-
lem and getting debts paid.

The money we appropriate for the
United Nations is not an entitlement.
And, yes, the administration may have
committed our Government to more
money that we are willing to appro-
priate. But Congress does not have to
sit by while the United Nations pro-
vides cover for deadbeat diplomats get-
ting special treatment.

I certainly urge my colleagues to
support the second-degree amendment
of the Senator from North Carolina.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, let me
begin by saying to the distinguished
majority leader that I hope it might be
possible to set this aside temporarily,
simply because we have a couple of
Senators who have amendments, or at
least desire consideration, with respect
to Harry Wu. It may not bear directly
on this, but it think it would bear on
the debate.

Mr. DOLE. We could set them aside
with the understanding somewhere
around 6 or 6:30 we would have a vote.
We would not want to set them aside
and have someone say we will never
vote on them.

Mr. KERRY. We will be glad to.
The majority leader is about to

leave, I suppose, but let me say that I
think there is not any issue in the U.S.
Senate about how we feel about Harry
Wu’s detainment. I think there are
probably 5 or 6, or, I do not know,
maybe 100 different ideas here about
how we might properly signal our dis-
affection, anger, frustration over it. I
am genuinely not convinced that the
way to do it is deny us participation in
a conference that highlights human
rights. It seems to me, when you meas-
ure the U.S. record against every other
country in the world, we are the leader
on human rights. It has been the Unit-
ed States, among all of the industrial
countries, that has tried to assert
human rights as a part of our foreign
policy and also as a part of our efforts
to do business in other parts of the
world.

I think it is fair to say that many of
our allies—many of our closest allies,
our best friends in the international
arena—have been very slow to come to
the level of international concern for
human rights that we have tried to ex-
hibit in public policy.

For the United States to take an ac-
tion that willfully deprives us of our
own voice in the international arena,
seems to me to be a very shortsighted,
shoot-yourself-in-the-foot, try-to-con-
duct-diplomacy-with-one-foot-

nailed- to-the-floor approach. It just
does not make sense.

In many ways, I suspect that China is
apprehensive about the holding of this
conference in Beijing. This cannot, in
the midst of their transition, be a very
stable time for them to have thousands
of women from around the world de-
scending on their capital, with all of
the media from the world attendant,
all listening to comparative analyses
of the rights that are afforded to citi-
zens in each of those present countries.
If we just step up and take ourselves
out of the picture, what we are doing is
denying ourselves our own role of lead-
ership. We are denying ourselves a
voice at the conference. I suspect we
are playing right into the hands of
those who would love to have a low-
key, noncontroversial, nonconfronta-
tional, nonsubstantive conference. If
you want to have that, then let us
come to the floor of the Senate and
deny American women, who have been
preparing for this for years—literally—
the right to go to Beijing and hold up
the record of the Chinese on human
rights for all the world to see.

It just does not make sense. I would
be in favor of coming to the floor and
finding a means, as President Clinton
has exhibited a willingness to do, to
try to do something that puts teeth in
the policy, and that literally matters
more. To pick the women’s conference
and suggest that somehow that mat-
ters in a major way to the Chinese
leadership is to misread China and, I
think, to misread opportunity.

President Clinton, I read today, has
already said he is not willing to sit
down and meet with the President of
China unless Harry Wu is free. There
are many other ways for us to come to
the floor and leverage Harry Wu’s free-
dom, and we ought to. We ought to do
that. But it seems to me this is one of
the weakest and most tangential of the
ways of doing it.

For those who want to read mischief
into this amendment, it is not hard to
do that. There are a lot of people who
have never approved of U.S. participa-
tion in the women’s conference. There
are people who tried to stop participa-
tion at the Nairobi conference, if I re-
call correctly. There are people who
have objected to the notion that we
would get together and talk about fam-
ily planning and other such issues im-
portant to women or women’s rights.

So I rather suspect there is more to
this amendment than Harry Wu’s free-
dom. If Harry Wu’s freedom is really
what this amendment is about, then we
can find a much more forceful and in-
telligent way of putting that issue be-
fore the U.S. Senate. But to deny our-
selves, as I say, our own participation
as a leader in human rights and an op-
portunity to go to Beijing and hold up
for all the world to see the degree to
which China is lacking with respect to
that, I think is just a very weak and
negligible, unimportant way to ap-
proach this particular issue. I hope col-
leagues will recognize that there are
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other amendments which will afford
them the opportunity to vote on some
legitimate and important way of sig-
naling our displeasure with the deten-
tion of Harry Wu. I do not think this is
the method. I hope there will be more
said on that as we go down the road.

I reserve further time to speak on
that as we progress. I see other col-
leagues are here on the floor, so I will
yield the floor for now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise as
an original cosponsor of the amend-
ment that has been offered by the Sen-
ate majority leader. I speak today as
one of, I think, the Senate’s strongest
advocates of the U.N. Conference on
Women. But it is precisely because of
the conference’s importance that I sup-
port the distinguished majority lead-
er’s amendment to call on the Presi-
dent, really, in essence, not to send an
official delegation to that conference
until Harry Wu is released.

Frankly, this is what it is all about.
It is about Harry Wu. And it is also
about principle and at what point do
we stand up and support principle.

As we debate this issue, we are really
speaking about one of our most coura-
geous citizens, who continues to be un-
justly incarcerated in China. Today,
Chinese authorities are violating his
most fundamental human rights and
are threatening his very life with a
trumped-up charge of espionage, which,
in China, is a capital crime.

We face a critical juncture in our re-
lations with the People’s Republic of
China. Given China’s gross violation of
Harry Wu’s rights and privileges as an
American, I certainly cannot support
this country’s participation in the
women’s human rights conference that
is set to get underway on September 4.
What kind of message does it send?
That is exactly what China wants.
China wants to have it both ways. They
want to be able to have Harry Wu in
prison and, at the same time, as their
backdrop will be this human rights
conference. It is a conference on
women and it is a conference on human
rights. I have been very much a sup-
porter of that conference.

So I hope no one will question my
motivations as to why I am supporting
this amendment, and I am a cosponsor.
Because at some point I believe you
have to support principle. Yes, some-
times this is discomforting. Some peo-
ple say this is just what China wants. I
hardly believe that.

China wants to be able to do that in
spite of keeping Harry Wu in prison.
They want to be able to have credibil-
ity and look at the international com-
munity as having their human rights
conference in China in spite of the fact
they have grossly violated Harry Wu’s
rights.

That is what this is all about. And
what kind of message will we be send-
ing? I know everybody is in a quandary
as to what to do, understandably so.
But sometimes you finally meet the

bottom line, and you say, ‘‘We cannot
do it.’’ No, the First Lady should not
attend the conference. But we should
not send an American delegation. That
is what this amendment is all about.

Mr. KERRY. Will my colleague yield
for a question?

Ms. SNOWE. I would like to finish
my statement.

I think that it would be simply
wrong because of the issue of Harry
Wu’s rights. What he has attempted to
do is to have the tragedies exposed, the
gross violations of human rights that
have occurred in China. He has risked
his life. I think we ought to learn from
that.

I would like to quote for you from his
book ‘‘Bitter Wind.’’ It was published
in 1994. In discussing his decision to re-
turn to China in 1991 to film his famed
exposé, ‘‘The China Secret Prison Fa-
cilities,’’ he wrote in 1991:

I married, and for the first time I found
deep personal happiness. But just 4 months
later I arranged to travel back to China.
Outside China much was known about the
Nazi concentration camps and about the So-
viet gulag, but almost no information was
available about the carefully developed sys-
tem of forced labor that had kept millions of
Chinese citizens incarcerated in brutal and
dehumanizing conditions, frequently without
sentence or trial. Returning to China meant
risking my own rearrest and reimprison-
ment. Perhaps I would once again disappear.
Even though I had wanted to forget the suf-
fering of the past after arriving in the United
States and had wanted to heal the wounds in
my heart, the 19 years of sorrow would not
stop returning to my mind. I could not for-
get those who still suffer inside the camps. If
I did not undertake this task, I asked, who
would? I felt a responsibility not just to dis-
close but to publicize the truth about the
Communist Party’s mechanism of control.
Whatever the risk to me, whatever the dis-
comfort of telling my story, each time I re-
visited my past, I hoped it would be the last
time. But I had decided that my experiences
belong not only to me and not only to Chi-
na’s history, they belonged to humanity.

Well, Harry Wu is an American. He
belongs not only to us, not only to
those he left behind to China’s gulag,
but he also belongs to humanity. And
that is why we have to take every nec-
essary step possible to get Harry Wu
released.

When it comes to the conference, yes,
there are a number of important issues.
I have been a supporter of all the pre-
vious conferences, and I have been en-
gaged in providing input on the devel-
opment of the agenda. But I think
there is a time that we have to make
certain decisions as a country.

There was great reluctance to have
this conference in Beijing because of
obvious reasons—the country’s severe
restrictions on human rights and most
basic freedoms of speech and press. We
also know what China has done to gov-
ernmental organizations. They have
basically placed their conference about
75 miles away from Beijing with a
great deal of confusion and restrictions
upon accreditation of the various rep-
resentatives who are seeking to go to
that conference, as well, which will

occur a week before the conference on
women.

So there have been a number of at-
tempts to encroach on the ability of
those people who want to attend, and
certainly their ability to participate in
the conference, in making it obviously
very difficult.

But above and beyond everything
else is looking at what Harry Wu rep-
resents and what he has done. Frankly,
I just cannot imagine China as a back-
drop for this conference at a time in
which Harry Wu is in prison.

So I think it is important to take
this step. It is one that I do not take
lightly. I gave it a great deal of
thought. But I think that we can do no
less in making a very strong statement
about how we feel as a nation toward
China’s treatment toward one of our
citizens, but to anyone.

So that is why I am supporting this
amendment.

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Ms. SNOWE. Yes. I will be glad to
yield for a question.

Mr. KERRY. I wonder why the Sen-
ator does not feel that—recognizing the
fact that the United Nations and the
United States signed off on the loca-
tion, and the location issue is sort of
behind us—why the Senator would not
feel that having an American presence
there which, on a daily basis, raised
the issue of Harry Wu before the con-
ference, which required the conference
to deal with Harry Wu’s detention,
which used this platform as a means of
underscoring, would not be stronger
than simply denying ourselves our own
presence.

It will not stop the conference. The
conference will go on. Everyone else
will be there. And they will not raise
this issue necessarily as vociferously
and as passionately as we might.

So why would we not be better off di-
recting our delegation to raise it on a
daily basis and pass a resolution from
this conference with respect to Harry
Wu?

Ms. SNOWE. I say to the Senator
that I happen to think we have dif-
ferent opinions on the subject, but I
happen to think that this will enhance
China’s credibility in the international
community to hold this conference.
Frankly, I think China would find it
very difficult if the conference was not
held in Beijing. I think that happens to
be a stronger statement, in my opin-
ion, than holding the conference—and
certainly China would view it and in-
terpret it as suggesting that in spite of
what they have done, they are still
holding this conference in this country.
Mind you, Beijing was on the list as
the next country in line to hold the
conference. There was reluctance even
at that point at the United Nations to
hold that conference in Beijing for the
reasons that we all know. Now, this has
happened.

I just frankly do not feel that it
would be appropriate for this country
to send our delegation there talking
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about the very important issues but at
the same time sending the message
that we are still going to talk about
these issues in spite of the fact that
Harry Wu is in prison.

Mr. KERRY. But my question is why
not send them there to talk about
Harry Wu?

Ms. SNOWE. They have an agenda. I
have a letter here.

Mr. KERRY. They can talk about
Harry Wu. The conference is going to
happen. The Senator keeps talking as
if we are not participating.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator asked a question. Let the Senator
from Maine respond.

Ms. SNOWE. Harry Wu is an Amer-
ican citizen. So, therefore, we have an
obligation or responsibility to make
those determinations as a country. I
agree that is important, too.

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield?
Ms. SNOWE. May I finish my state-

ment? It is important for the United
States to make that decision. I think it
is that important, frankly, to say
something about human rights. To
hold a conference in a country which
has violated in the worst way the
human rights of an American citizen, I
think that we have to stand up and be
counted. It is not easy because there
are many important issues on that
agenda which are very important to
women throughout the country. I have
been a leader on those issues on inter-
national human rights for women. I
put a number of provisions in the State
Department authorizing bill last year
on this very subject. I feel very strong-
ly about it.

I feel very strongly about it. But I
also feel very strongly about what
China has done to Harry Wu.

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield
further for a question?

Ms. SNOWE. Yes.
Mr. KERRY. I would say to the Sen-

ator, Mr. President, there is nobody
here who does not feel strongly about
what they have done to Harry Wu. This
is not a debate about whether Harry
Wu should be left to be a prisoner or
not. This is a question of what is the
most efficient——

Mr. HELMS. The Senator is not ask-
ing a question.

Mr. KERRY. Does the Senator from
North Carolina want me to stop——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine has yielded for a ques-
tion.

Mr. KERRY. I was in the midst, I
thought, Mr. President, of asking a
question.

I ask the Senator if she does not real-
ize from the writings of Harry Wu and
the risks that Mr. Wu has been willing
to take that he would probably prefer
that this conference took place and
that it raised the issues with the Unit-
ed States there to raise them? And I
wonder if she has thought about wheth-
er or not Harry Wu would rather have
the delegation be present.

Ms. SNOWE. I think Harry Wu would
want the United States to stand up for

him, and I happen to think—again, I
cannot say what Harry Wu would
think, but I think that China would
feel very much slighted as well as in-
sulted in the international community
if the American delegation did not go
to this conference; in fact, if the con-
ference was not held at all. I think the
international community should make
that decision.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Ms. SNOWE. Harry Wu has given his
life to expose the unspeakable crimes
that not only he endured in China’s
prisons but what others are enduring. I
think it is a slap in the face what
China has done to the United States.
But it is more than that. It is what
they have done to an individual. And I
think that we have to stand up. I would
like the international community to
stand up and say, no, we will hold the
conference someplace else. It is incon-
venient to change the location of this
conference, but we are going to do it.

What kind of message would that
send to China? It is obvious they want
to have it both ways. Look what they
did, what they released recently in a
tape with Harry Wu.

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield?
Ms. SNOWE. They want to be able to

show that they are evenhanded and
fair.

I would be glad to yield to the chair-
man.

Mr. HELMS. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Does the Senator remember my men-
tioning to her the visit I had with Mrs.
Harry Wu, in which she asked that the
U.S. delegation not be present? Does
the Senator recall that meeting, that
she came to my office and made that
request herself? Does the Senator re-
call that?

Ms. SNOWE. Yes, I do, as a matter of
fact.

Mr. HELMS. It is made a matter of
record at this point.

Ms. SNOWE. I think that that would
answer the Senator’s question.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, my ques-
tion to the Senator again is, when the
United States takes a step unilater-
ally, we tend to confuse our capacity to
send a message. And I ask the Senator,
would she not think that if this were,
indeed—this Senator would agree that
if a conference as a whole were not held
there or were moved, that would, in-
deed, be of significant implication,
that that would have an impact.

Would we not be better off passing a
resolution which sought a multilateral
response rather than one that simply
denies ourself our own voice?

I ask the Senator, would she not then
think it a better idea to find a stronger
way to try to send a message?

My point is merely that this really
deprives us of something and does not
have the full impact. I would join the
Senator if she wanted to try to change
the whole location or if she suggested
we should engage in a multilateral ef-
fort to see that the conference did it.

That would be a slap in the face of
China.

Ms. SNOWE. I certainly would not be
opposed to a multilateral response, but
at the same time it should not preclude
our position in terms of what we think
is important for this country in the
final analysis. I do not think that pre-
vents the United States from seeking a
multilateral approach in changing the
site of the conference. If the other
countries do not agree, then I do not
think that it should prevent us from
doing what we think is right.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, clearly
we are not going to be prevented from
what we think is right. The question is
whether we can find a strong and forc-
ible best means of sending this mes-
sage. I simply ask the Senator whether
or not that or a number of other meth-
ods I might add might not strike more
at something meaningful to China than
taking away the single, strongest
human rights voice in the world from a
conference that they are trying to frus-
trate anyway? This plays right into
their hands.

The reason it has been moved, the
reason that there are so many difficul-
ties with accreditation is that the lead-
ership fears this conference. And here
we are coming along and adding to
that.

I ask the Senator why we strike in a
way that somehow nails our own foot
to the floor rather than theirs?

Ms. SNOWE. I would answer the Sen-
ator by saying that it is remarkably
striking that China sought to do what
it did in face of the fact it very much
wanted to have the conference. That is
why I happen to believe that preclud-
ing our delegation from attending the
conference or even having the con-
ference there, sure, that would be the
best of all worlds, but we cannot de-
pend upon that response in the final
analysis. We certainly should encour-
age it and prevail upon other countries.
And I do not say that we should take
that as a position as well. But I do not
think we should then say we are going
to attend the conference if we cannot
change the site of that conference.

I just happen to think it is amazing
that China would do this in light of the
fact it very much wanted to have the
conference. It was very eager to host
that conference. And there was a ques-
tion as to whether or not to even host
that conference in Beijing to begin
with, let alone before all this devel-
oped. But I think it makes a mockery
of the very purpose of that conference.

That is what I happen to believe. And
I feel very strongly about the issues
which are on that agenda to empower
women throughout the world on a host
of issues that I have worked on person-
ally. But I also think we have to stand
up and be counted. There is always a
reason why we cannot do something—
well, it is better for us. This is what
China wants.

We have heard that before, but it has
not stopped China.

Has it stopped China? No. It has not
stopped China from doing a number of
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things recently that certainly have
been an affront to our policies and
what we stand for. And at what point
do we demand something in return
when it comes to human rights? I just
happen to think the conference should
not go on, no. But I certainly do not
think that we should attend that con-
ference.

That is what I happen to think. That
is what I think happens to be the
strongest message and that is why I am
supporting this amendment.

I yield the floor.
Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

NICKLES). The Senator from North
Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, changing
the venue on the Beijing conference is
an absolute impossibility, and I am
sure my well-informed colleague from
Massachusetts knows that. At this
point, I agree with the distinguished
Senator from Maine and the distin-
guished majority leader that the
strongest means of sending a message
from the United States is to do it uni-
laterally because we really do not have
any other choice.

Mr. President, what is the pending
business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s second-degree amendment to the
majority leader’s underlying amend-
ment.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, I will not be long in

discussing my amendment. I thought
about it when I read the Washington
Times this morning and saw the head-
line, ‘‘U.N.’s Deadbeat Diplomats Owe
Millions.’’ Then the subhead says, ‘‘Af-
rican Nations Ring Up Largest Debts to
New York Shops, Banks, and Lenders.’’

In that, Secretary General Boutros
Boutros-Ghali said in a report to the
Committee on Relations with the Host
Country, and I quote him:

Non-payment of just debts reflects badly
on the entire diplomatic community and tar-
nishes the image of the United Nations it-
self.

Then the Washington Times went on
to say:

The topic is so sensitive around the United
Nations that, until recently, the problem
was not publicly mentioned. But the secrecy
and inaction have allowed the debt to grow
to $9 million from the previous balance of
just $1.1 million in 1990; it swelled by nearly
$2 million in the past half-year alone.

I ask unanimous consent that this
entire article be printed in the RECORD
at the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, in gen-

eral, the pending second-degree amend-
ment to the Dole amendment addresses
the debt owed to the United States, or
to private enterprises of our country,
by deadbeat U.N. diplomats who just do
not pay their bills. They owe over $9
million for late payments or failure to
pay at all on rent and everything else
imaginable that these deadbeats have
purchased or contracted for.

That reminds me of an amendment
that I offered last year that required
diplomats right here in the District of
Columbia, as well as other places, to
pay up on the parking fines owed to the
District of Columbia. I am proud to say
that it worked because they were in
deep, deep trouble if they did not pay.

This amendment is just about the
same. It sheds sunshine on those dip-
lomats who choose to ignore paying
their just debts, as Boutros Boutros-
Ghali described it in his statement as
quoted in the newspaper this morning.

I think that the publicity may em-
barrass these people into paying these
bills. If not, this second-degree amend-
ment to the Dole amendment will cer-
tainly prompt their attention. Since
the Secretary General has refused to
identify any of the diplomats or the
missions that owe money, it is up to
the U.S. Congress to urge him to do so
in a very forceful way. If this provision
is adopted, as I hope it will be, the
deadbeats in the United Nations will be
known by one and all, and they will be
embarrassed into paying their bills.

The yeas and nays have not been ob-
tained on either amendment; is that
correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. HELMS. I ask for the yeas and
nays on the second-degree amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

At the moment, there appears not to
be a sufficient second.

Is there a sufficient second?
There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask for

the yeas and nays on the Dole amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to it being in order to ask for
the yeas and nays on the first-degree
amendment? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Is there a sufficient second?
There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I yield

the floor.
EXHIBIT 1

[From the Washington Times, July 31, 1995]

U.N.’S DEADBEAT DIPLOMATS OWE MILLIONS

AFRICAN NATIONS RING UP LARGEST DEBTS TO
NEW YORK SHOPS, BANKS, LANDLORDS

(By Catherine Toups)

NEW YORK.—If the peace-keeping failures
of Bosnia and Somalia haven’t brought
enough shame on the United Nations, U.N.
officials fear that deadbeat diplomats will.

Hiding behind the shield of diplomatic im-
munity, diplomats and missions posted to
the United Nations have accrued more than
$9 million in debts to U.S. banks, landlords,
hospitals, hotels, utility companies and mer-
chants in New York City, according to a U.N.
report.

And while the trickle-down economic boost
of housing U.N. headquarters enriches New
York City by about $1 billion each year, dip-
lomats are finding less of a welcome from
landlords, hospitals and banks that are grow-
ing increasingly reluctant to do business
with diplomats, U.N. officials said.

‘‘The problem of diplomatic indebtedness
is a matter of significant concern,’’ Sec-
retary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali said
in a report to the Committee on Relations
With the Host Country.

‘‘Non-payment of just debts reflects badly
on the entire diplomatic community and tar-
nishes the image of the United Nations it-
self.’’

The topic is so sensitive around the United
Nations that, until recently, the problem
was not publicly mentioned. But the secrecy
and inaction have allowed the debt to grow
to $9 million from just $1.1 million in 1990; it
swelled by nearly $2 million in the past half-
year alone.

Finally, at the insistence of the U.S. mis-
sion and the city of New York, the size of the
debt is now public. But the names of the of-
fending diplomats and missions are not.

Even in Mr. Boutros-Ghali’s smoldering re-
port, in which he scolds diplomats for not
paying their bills and urges a ‘‘working
group on indebtedness’’ to come up with so-
lutions, he does not mention a single coun-
try or diplomat by name.

Mr. Boutros-Ghali also omitted the name
of a prominent bank that he said will no
longer make loans to diplomats or missions,
and he did not identify real estate agents
who say they are reluctant to deal with dip-
lomats.

Mr. Boutros-Ghali’s report said 31 mission
have contributed to the debt but five mis-
sions alone account for 83 percent of it. The
debts range from $200 to more than $1.9 mil-
lion, he said. About 40 percent is owed to
banks, 40 percent to landlords and the rest to
merchants.

‘‘Some missions had not paid rent for two
years or more,’’ Mr. Boutros-Ghali said.
‘‘And a number of residential landlords had
either lost their property or were at risk of
losing it because diplomatic tenants, who
could not be evicted, would neither pay their
rent nor leave the property.’’

Sources familiar with the issue say the top
debtor missions are Sierra Leone, Congo,
Zaire, Liberia and the Central African Re-
public.

‘‘The vast majority of the 184 missions in
New York and their over 1,800 diplomats
honor their obligations,’’ the secretary-gen-
eral said.

Political and economic instability back
home is part of the problem, the U.N. chief
said in his report. But he also blamed some
of the debt on bad fiscal management of mis-
sions and individual diplomats.

There is a certain irony to the United Na-
tions scolding deadbeat diplomats. The world
body itself is far from solvent because of
member nations that fail to pay assessments
in full or on time (the United States is first
on that list).

The organization already owes more than
$800 million to troop-contributing nations
for peacekeeping operations, a debt that is
expected to reach $1 billion by the end of the
year.

The United Nations has also been accused
of mismanagement and waste throughout its
history, leading to periodic reforms, includ-
ing several in the past year.

Several diplomats on the Committee on
Relations With the Host Country, which han-
dles problems between missions and the
United States, have argued against making a
public issue of diplomatic indebtedness for
fear it will spark hostility against the diplo-
matic community.

A December 1993 New York Times article
about delinquent parking tickets by dip-
lomats prompted hundreds of complaints
from New York residents who said diplomats
don’t deserve the privileges they have.

Russian delegates on the committee lob-
bied against publishing the names of dead-
beat diplomats and missions, saying the
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problem is a private matter between the
United States and the debtors.

‘‘It would politicize the problem and would
not help to solve it,’’ said Sergei
Ordzhonikidze of the Russian mission. ‘‘In
diplomacy, it is important to be discreet.’’

Mr. Boutros-Ghali has asked the ‘‘working
group on indebtedness’’ to look into several
options to resolve the problem.

Ideas included creating an ‘‘emergency’’
fund, establishing group health insurance
programs, giving debtors, short-term jobs at
the Secretariat to earn extra money and cre-
ating information programs alerting mis-
sions to the high costs of living in New York.

But giving jobs to diplomats in ‘‘acute dis-
tress’’ financially was deemed unworkable
and the idea of an emergency fund was also
rejected. A representative of France on the
committee suggested that for the cast-
strapped United Nations to create a docu-
ment publicizing the names of individual
debtors and debt-ridden mission might be too
political and ‘‘should be avoided.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask the
Senator from North Carolina, I think
he is correct to bring this question of
debt before the U.S. Senate. I think it
is an important issue. The question is
whether we should not withhold the
amount of money commensurate with
what the debt is reported to be rather
than more than twice that amount, be-
cause we already have arrearages on
peacekeeping, a significant amount of
financial issues.

I respectfully suggest that it may be
possible, let us say, with a $10 million
figure, to leverage the same response,
which I suspect the Secretary of State
would be willing to try to elicit as rap-
idly as possible, rather than withhold-
ing twice the amount of money. I won-
der if he would consider modifying it to
that effect.

Mr. HELMS. I will say to the Sen-
ator, of course I cannot, save by unani-
mous consent, modify the amendment,
but if he wishes to offer such an
amendment by unanimous consent, I
will certainly agree to it.

Mr. KERRY. I think we can amend it
by unanimous consent.

Mr. HELMS. Of course. Yes. I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the
amendment to be proposed under unan-
imous consent previously discussed is
certainly agreeable with me, and I hope
the Senator will offer it.

AMENDMENT NO. 2026, AS MODIFIED

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the second-de-
gree amendment of the Senator from
North Carolina be modified to read $10
million. I send it to the desk.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, before it
is reported, this presumes that the
Senator from Massachusetts has agreed

that we shall have a vote on these two
amendments this evening.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I cannot
personally agree to that at this point
in time.

Mr. HELMS. I am not asking you to
agree for the Senate, the Democrats in
the Senate, I am asking if that means
that you are in favor of it.

Mr. KERRY. I do not have a problem
with a vote, but others do at this mo-
ment. I have to represent them as the
manager. I am representing that I can-
not agree at this point in time to have
the vote this evening.

Mr. HELMS. May I ask the Senator,
is this what we should expect for im-
portant legislation which is before the
Senate——

Mr. KERRY. I think the Senator
knows——

Mr. HELMS. Let me finish my ques-
tion. This has been the experience on
every piece of legislation we have had.

Mr. KERRY. Let me interrupt my
friend. I may save him——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will Sen-
ators please yield? The Senator from
North Carolina has the floor.

Mr. HELMS. All the people all over
the country, the American people, are
wondering why the Senate is so far be-
hind the House in the conduct of legis-
lation. The answer to that is, and
somebody needs to say it, that there is
a deliberate determination to forbid,
delay, or obfuscate every piece of legis-
lation that has been brought up. And I
want to know before the clerk reports
this modification whether we can ex-
pect the vote this evening on the Dole
amendment and the Helms second-de-
gree amendment as modified? I want an
answer to that, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum while the Democrats
discuss that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask my
friend to withhold.

Mr. HELMS. No, I will not. I want to
know whether we are going to have a
vote this evening or whether it is going
to be held up?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, we could
have saved this entire exchange and
quorum call if I had been permitted to
simply say to my friend 4 minutes ago
that the issue is not whether we will
have a vote; the only question, as is
normal in the Senate, is the timing.
But because I was precluded from say-
ing that, in order that the country can
get a message about how we can never
pass anything here, we get into these
tangles. I wanted to only say to my
friend the issue is when, not whether.

I do not know when every Senator
will be back. Some are with the Presi-

dent. Some are with the National Gov-
ernors Association. As soon as they get
back from a day’s work elsewhere in
the country, they will be available to
vote. That is normal procedure in the
Senate.

My No. 2 response is that this Sen-
ator remembers last year very well. I
will never forget it as long as I am in
the U.S. Senate and privileged to be
here. Vote after vote, bill after bill was
brought forward in good faith, and it
was stopped dead in its tracks by a
conscious gridlock policy. So I am
never going to stand here and hear any
colleague on the other side talk about
the delay or the problems of proceeding
forward.

Every good-faith effort of Senator
Mitchell to move the Senate forward
was frustrated, and everybody knows
that. Piece of legislation after piece of
legislation that passed here went over
to the House and came back—dead,
dead, dead. So I am not going to hear
anybody talk about a legitimate delay
effort in the first 2 hours to legislate
on this bill. If there is, we will sit here
in quorum call for several days. Let us
agree to that. That is just unfounded,
uncalled for, unnecessary, and I think,
frankly, out of order in the first hour
and a half of this effort.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection to the modification pending
at the desk?

Without objection, the amendment is
so modified.

The amendment (No. 2026), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the end of the pending amendment, add
the following:
SEC. . UNITED NATIONS DIPLOMATIC DEBTS.

Of the funds authorized to be appropriated
for fiscal year 1996 in section 201 and section
301, not less than $10,000,000 shall be withheld
from obligation until the Secretary of State
reports to the Congress:

(1) the names of diplomatic personnel ac-
credited to the United Nations or foreign
missions to the United Nations, which have
accrued overdue debts to businesses and indi-
viduals in the United States; and

(2) that the United Nations Secretary Gen-
eral is cooperating fully with the United
States or taking effective steps on his own,
including publishing the names of debtors, to
resolve overdue debts owed by diplomats and
missions accredited to the United Nations.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, to-
morrow in Brunei, the Secretary of
State is going to meet with Chinese
foreign minister Qian Qichen to discuss
a very serious rift between China and
the United States which has been brew-
ing for some time and which has more
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recently erupted over the visit of Presi-
dent Lee of Taiwan to the United
States.

My colleagues, I think, are fully
aware of the importance of the China-
American relationship. In my view, it
is the single most bilateral relation-
ship the United States has.

Whether that characterization is cor-
rect, it is clear, Mr. President, that
China is the key to Asia. It is the larg-
est country, one of the fastest growing
in the world. If our relationship with
China and Asia is secure, then our rela-
tionship with Asia, for the most part,
is secure.

If that relationship begins to spiral
downward, as it has in recent months,
then it portends terrible things for the
United States—terrible things not only
for our bilateral relationship, but for
peace in the world.

Now, Mr. President, the problem with
one of these relationships, when it be-
gins to go sour, as our relationship
with the People’s Republic of China has
begun to do, it begins to get a momen-
tum of its own; portent of evil becomes
a self-fulfilling prophecy, tempers be-
come frayed, pride gets in the way, in-
sults—whether intended or unin-
tended—are imagined in every bit of
conduct. Sometimes the downward spi-
ral can get out of control.

Mr. President, this is a very, very se-
rious matter, our relationship with
China. It has been written about by
people from both sides of the aisle,
whether in Congress or out of Congress.

This meeting in Brunei is, therefore,
a vitally, vitally important meeting. I
have high hopes that from this meeting
we can at least begin a process that
will relieve our relationship with the
People’s Republic of China. Our rela-
tionship with the People’s Republic of
China is much broader and much more
difficult than the detention of one
American citizen, Harry Wu.

While we all are very concerned
about that, Mr. President, the solution
to that problem will not solve the
whole relationship. It is a much, much,
by many orders of magnitude, bigger
problem than the problem of Harry Wu,
as important as that may be.

Mr. President, I can think of nothing
more unwise to do than to start legis-
lating or making expressions about the
Harry Wu situation on the eve of the
meeting between our Secretary of
State and the Foreign Minister of the
People’s Republic of China.

I believe, Mr. President, that both
the United States and the People’s Re-
public of China are trying to find ways
to get this relationship back on track;
trying to find ways, consistent with
the principles of both countries, con-
sistent with our long-held commitment
to human rights, consistent with the
importance of this relationship, con-
sistent with China’s determination
that its ‘‘one China policy’’ be main-
tained as it has from the time of the
Shanghai communique up to, I believe,
the present day.

I believe both parties, both the Unit-
ed States and the People’s Republic of

China, are searching for the way to
bring that relationship back together.
To do so takes diplomacy that is most
subtle and requiring the greatest de-
gree of expertise of any kind of rela-
tionship we have. It does, in fact, deal
with not only fundamental interests of
both countries, but the pride, the feel-
ing, the emotion contained on both
sides of the Pacific Ocean.

Mr. President, I hope we will let this
diplomacy, so vital to the basic inter-
ests of this country, play out and not
try to sour the atmosphere in which
that relationship will take place.

I believe that, if we enact this
amendment, as easy as it sounds in its
terms, as innocent as it sounds from
the way it is written up, I believe the
adoption of this kind of amendment
would really sour the atmosphere,
would be poking the People’s Republic
of China in the eye to make it much
more difficult for our Secretary of
State and the Chinese Foreign Minister
to get this relationship back together.

I repeat, Mr. President, I believe this
relationship is the most important bi-
lateral relationship that this country
has. China will, shortly after the turn
of the century, be the largest economy
in the world. It is the largest country
in the world. Its power, both economi-
cally and in a military way, is growing
every day. The latter, alarmingly so.

If we can just somehow get our rela-
tionship back together, reassure the
Chinese that we are not trying to con-
tain them, as some people in the Unit-
ed States say, if we can reassure them
that our relationship will be one of
friendship, consistent with our strong
commitment to human rights, but nev-
ertheless a relationship of friendship, I
believe it is in the vital interests of the
United States for that to take place. I
hope, therefor, Mr. President, that we
will not adopt the Dole amendment
this evening or at any time until the
Brunei conference is completed.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I rise to
support the Senator from Massachu-
setts and the Senator from Louisiana. I
think that Harry Wu has been treated
in a dreadful manner. We all agree with
that.

Of even greater importance is the re-
lationship with China. I am reminded
of the fact that the War of Jenkins’
Ear, the 7-year war, started after such
an incident. This could be such an inci-
dent.

The important thing is that we get
on with our relationship with China
and normalize our relations there.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
the ranking member of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee and the Senator
from Louisiana for their comments.

Let me clarify to colleagues that this
amendment does not, per se, prohibit
the delegation from going. What it does
is penalize, to the tune of $3.5 million,
the account from which that con-
ference participation would be paid, or
other conferences would be paid, if, in
fact, the President goes ahead and
sends them.

So, in effect, it is a vote by the Sen-
ate as to whether or not we believe we
ought to or ought not. There is punish-
ment in it for the President choosing
to exercise his constitutional preroga-
tives with respect to this. It does not,
per se, prevent the President from
doing so.

That does not mean that we should
not, nevertheless, oppose this amend-
ment by virtue of the fact that there
are stronger ways to send this message.

I think it is very, very important to
understand that opposition to this par-
ticular chosen method does not signal
any kind of latitude with respect to
Harry Wu. It does not signal anything
other than our disapproval for that sit-
uation. In fact, there may, as the Sen-
ator from Louisiana has suggested, be
far more effective ways to not only
work his release but to deal with a host
of other issues which we share with
China.

In the last few months, we have been
going down a road that is defined large-
ly by our mutual misinterpretation of
each other to a certain degree.

If there is any lesson that we should
have learned in the last 20 years, I
think it is that we are not going to uni-
laterally, through some very public
confrontational method, alter an im-
mediate event in China. It does not
work that way. It has not worked that
way along the course.

It is usually when we work a fairly
fine-tuned, and over the course of a
longer period of time, strategy that is
very much interfaced with personal re-
lationships and personal respect that
we begin to make the most progress.
Every time we step out of that, we
seem to take steps backward. I think
there are many ways to affect Harry
Wu’s status. We ought to pursue every
single one of them.

To suggest that when they have al-
ready separated the nongovernmental
organizations from the main U.N. con-
ference in Beijing, and they have done
that specifically to deny the capacity
of the nongovernmental organizations
to follow the events closely or have a
major impact on them, it is clear they
are already in a damage control mode.

They are trying to manage this con-
ference in a way that minimizes par-
ticularly the capacity of American par-
ticipation to have an impact.

I respectfully suggest that to have
American participation leveraging
Harry Wu’s status, as well as the other
issues, poses a far greater challenge to
their ability to manage the news and
the output and events than our
nonparticipation.

If the conference is going to take
place anyway and we are simply going
to say we are not going to do this out
of protest, we not only minimize our
voice but we also set into place a series
of events that the Senator from Louisi-
ana has talked to, which will have a
whole bunch of collateral downsides. I
do not think it is smart foreign policy.
I do not think it accomplishes the goal
we are setting out to accomplish.
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Mr. President, I ask my friend from

North Carolina if we could temporarily
set aside the pending amendment for
further business?

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the two pend-
ing amendments be very temporarily
laid aside, in order that we can call up
the managers’ amendment, which is
numbered 1914, as I understand it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1914

(Purpose: To make the ‘‘manager’s’’
amendments to the bill)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.

HELMS] proposes an amendment numbered
1914.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, as I un-
derstand it, I say to my colleague, Sen-
ator KERRY, everything has been
agreed to except the Jordan drawdown,
is that correct?

I ask that be eliminated from this
temporarily—and it may be reinserted
at a later time by unanimous consent.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that section 619 be
stricken from the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to that modification? The
amendment is so modified.

The amendment (No. 1914) as modi-
fied, is as follows:

Beginning on page 11, strike line 14 and all
that follows through line 4 on page 12.

On page 13, strike lines 6 through 12 and in-
sert the following:
SEC. 121. LEASE-PURCHASE OF OVERSEAS PROP-

ERTY.
(a) AUTHORITY FOR LEASE-PURCHASE.—Sub-

ject to subsections (b) and (c), the Secretary
is authorized to acquire by lease-purchase
such properties as are described in sub-
section (b), if—

(1) the Secretary of State, and
(2) the Director of the Office of Manage-

ment and Budget,
certify and notify the appropriate commit-
tees of Congress that the lease-purchase ar-
rangement will result in a net cost savings
to the Federal government when compared
to a lease, a direct purchase, or direct con-
struction of comparable property.

(b) LOCATIONS AND LIMITATIONS.—The au-
thority granted in subsection (a) may be ex-
ercised only—

(1) to acquire appropriate housing for De-
partment of State personnel stationed

abroad and for the acquisition of other facili-
ties, in locations in which the United States
has a diplomatic mission; and

(2) during fiscal years 1996 through 1999.
(c) AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDING.—Funds for

lease-purchase arrangements made pursuant
to subsection (a) shall be available from
amounts appropriated under the authority of
section 111(a)(3) (relating to the Acquisition
and Maintenance of Buildings Abroad’’ ac-
count).

Beginning on page 18, strike line 1 and all
that follows through line 2 on page 21 and in-
sert the following:
SEC. ll. DIPLOMATIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS

SERVICE PROGRAM OFFICE.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings:
(1) The Diplomatic Telecommunications

Service Program Office (hereafter in this
section referred to as ‘‘DTS–PO’’) has made
significant enhancements to upgrade the
worldwide DTS network with high speed,
high capacity circuitry as well as improve-
ments at United States embassies and con-
sulates to enhance utilization of the net-
work.

(2) Notwithstanding the improvements
that the DTS–PO has made to the DTS net-
work, the current management structure
needs to be strengthened to provide a clearly
delineated, accountable management author-
ity for the DTS–PO and the DTS network.

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.—No later than three
months after the date of enactment of this
Act, the two agencies providing the greatest
funding to DTS–PO shall submit to the ap-
propriate committees of Congress—

(1) a DTS–PO management plan—
(A) setting forth the organization, mission

and functions of each major element of the
DTS–PO; and

(B) designating an entity at each overseas
post, or providing a mechanism for the des-
ignation of such an entity, which will be re-
sponsible for the day-to-day administration
of the DTS–PO operations; and

(2) a DTS–PO strategic plan containing—
(A) future customer requirements, vali-

dated by the DTS customer organizations;
(B) a system configuration for the DTS

network which will meet the future tele-
communications needs of the DTS customer
agencies;

(C) a funding profile to achieve the system
configuration for the DTS network;

(D) a transition strategy to move to the
system configuration for the DTS network;

(E) a reimbursement plan to cover the di-
rect and indirect costs of operating the DTS
network; and

(F) an allocation of funds to cover the
costs projected to be incurred by each of the
agencies or other entities utilizing DTS to
maintain DTS, to upgrade DTS, and to pro-
vide for future demands for DTS.

(c) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term ‘‘appropriate committees of Con-
gress’’ means the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, and the Committee on Appropriations
of the Senate and the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence, the Committee
on International Relations, and the Commit-
tee on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Beginning on page 47, strike line 18 and all
that follows through page 49, line 15, and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following:

‘‘(ii) As used in this subparagraph:
‘‘(I) CONFISCATED.—The term ‘‘confiscated’’

refers to—
‘‘(aa) the nationalization, expropriation, or

other seizure of ownership or control of prop-
erty, on or after January 1, 1959—

‘‘(AA) without the property having been
returned or adequate and effective com-
pensation provided or in violation of the law

of the place where the property was situated
when the confiscation occurred; or

‘‘(BB) without the claim to the property
having been settled pursuant to an inter-
national claims settlement agreement or
other recognized settlement procedure; or

‘‘(bb) the repudiation of, the default on, or
the failure to pay, on or after January 1,
1959—

‘‘(AA) a debt by any enterprise which has
been confiscated;

‘‘(BB) a debt which is a charge on property
confiscated; or

‘‘(CC) a debt incurred in satisfaction or set-
tlement of a confiscated property claim.

‘‘(II) PROPERTY.—The term ‘‘property’’
means any property, whether real, personal,
or mixed, and any present, future, or contin-
gent right or security of other interest
therein, including any leasehold interest.

‘‘(III) TRAFFIC.—The term ‘‘traffic’’ means
that a person knowingly and intentionally—

‘‘(aa) sells, transfers, distributes, dis-
penses, brokers, manages, or otherwise dis-
poses of confiscated property, or purchases,
leases, receives, obtains control of, manages,
uses, or otherwise acquires an interest in
confiscated property;

‘‘(bb) engages in a commercial activity
using or otherwise benefitting from a con-
fiscated property; or

‘‘(cc) causes, directs, participates in, or
profits from, activities of another person de-
scribed in subclause (aa) or (bb), or otherwise
engages in the activities described in
subclause (aa) or (bb)

without the authorization of the national of
the United States who holds a claim to the
property.

On page 50, between lines 14 and 15, insert
the following new subsection:

(c) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—(1) The Unit-
ed States Embassy in each country shall pro-
vide to the Secretary of State a report list-
ing those foreign nationals who have con-
fiscated, converted, or trafficked in property
the claim to which is held by a United States
national and in which the confiscation claim
has not been fully resolved.

(2) Beginning six months after the date of
enactment of this Act, and every year there-
after, the Secretary of State shall submit to
the appropriate congressional committees a
list of those foreign nationals who—

(A) have confiscated, converted, or traf-
ficked in property the claim to which is held
by a United States national and in which the
confiscation claim has not been fully re-
solved; and

(B) have been excluded from entry into the
United States.

On page 58, line 10, insert ‘‘and’’ after ‘‘op-
erations;’’.

On page 58, strike lines 13 through 15.
On page 58, line 8, insert ‘‘relevant’’ after

‘‘all’’.
On page 59, line 9, strike ‘‘has provided,

and’’.
On page 59, beginning on line 19, strike

‘‘for’’ and all that follows through ‘‘there-
after,’’ on line 20 and insert ‘‘under this Act
for each of the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998,
and 1999’’.

On page 104, between lines 16 and 17, insert
the following new sections:

SEC. 420. MANSFIELD FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM
REQUIREMENTS.

Section 253(4)(B) of the Foreign Relations
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995
(22 U.S.C. 6102(4)(B)) is amended by striking
‘‘certain’’ and inserting the following: ‘‘,
under criteria established by the Mansfield
Center for Pacific Affairs, certain allowances
and benefits not to exceed the amount of
equivalent’’.
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SEC. 421. DISTRIBUTION WITHIN THE UNITED

STATES OF THE UNITED STATES IN-
FORMATION AGENCY FILM ENTI-
TLED ‘‘THE FRAGILE RING OF LIFE’’.

Notwithstanding section 208 of the Foreign
Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years
1986 and 1987 (22 U.S.C. 1461–1(a)) and the sec-
ond sentence of section 501 of the United
States Information and Education Act of
1948 (22 U.S.C. 1461), the Director of the Unit-
ed States Information Agency may make
available for distribution within the United
States the documentary entitled ‘‘The Frag-
ile Ring of Life’’, a film about coral reefs
around the world.

On page 107, strike lines 3 through 6.
On page 107, line 7, strike ‘‘(4)’’ and insert

‘‘(3)’’
On page 107, line 11, strike ‘‘(5)’’ and insert

‘‘(4)’’.
On page 107, line 15, strike ‘‘(6)’’ and insert

‘‘(5)’’.
On page 107, line 20, strike ‘‘(7)’’ and insert

‘‘(6)’’.
On page 107, line 22, strike ‘‘(8)’’ and insert

‘‘(7)’’.
On page 112, strike lines 19 through 22.
On page 112, line 23, strike ‘‘(7)’’ and insert

‘‘(6)’’.
On page 118, strike line 1 and all that fol-

lows through line 11 on page 121.
On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-

ing:
SEC. 618. MIDDLE EAST PEACE FACILITATION

ACT OF 1995.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be

cited as the ‘‘Middle East Peace Facilitation
Act of 1995’’.

(b) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) the Palestine Liberation Organization

(in this section referred to as the ‘‘PLO’’) has
recognized the State of Israel’s right to exist
in peace and security; accepted United Na-
tions Security Council Resolutions 242 and
338; committed itself to the peace process
and peaceful coexistence with Israel, free
from violence and all other acts which en-
danger peace and stability; and assumed re-
sponsibility over all PLO elements and per-
sonnel in order to assure their compliance,
prevent violations, and discipline violators;

(2) Israel has recognized the PLO as the
representative of the Palestinian people;

(3) Israel and the PLO signed a Declaration
of Principles on Interim Self-Government
Arrangements (in this section referred to as
the ‘‘Declaration of Principles’’) on Septem-
ber 13, 1993, at the White House;

(4) Israel and the PLO signed an Agree-
ment on the Gaza Strip and the Jericho Area
(in this section referred to as the ‘‘Gaza-Jeri-
cho Agreement’’) on May 4, 1994, which es-
tablished a Palestinian Authority for the
Gaza and Jericho areas;

(5) Israel and the PLO signed an Agree-
ment on Preparatory Transfer of Powers and
Responsibilities (in this section referred to
as the ‘‘Early Empowerment Agreement’’) on
August 29, 1994, which provided for the trans-
fer to the Palestinian Authority of certain
powers and responsibilities in the West Bank
outside of the Jericho Area;

(6) under the terms of the Declaration of
Principles, the Gaza-Jericho Agreement and
the Early Empowerment Agreement, the
powers and responsibilities of the Palestin-
ian Authority are to be assumed by an elect-
ed Palestinian Council with jurisdiction in
the West Bank and Gaza Strip in accordance
with the Interim Agreement to be concluded
between Israel and the PLO;

(7) permanent status negotiations relating
to the West Bank and Gaza Strip are sched-
uled to begin by May 1996;

(8) the Congress has, since the conclusion
of the Declaration of Principles and the
PLO’s renunciation of terrorism, provided
authorities to the President to suspend cer-

tain statutory restrictions relating to the
PLO, subject to Presidential certifications
that the PLO has continued to abide by com-
mitments made in and in connection with or
resulting from the good faith implementa-
tion of, the Declaration of Principles;

(9) the PLO commitments relevant to Pres-
idential certifications have included com-
mitments to renounce and condemn terror-
ism, to submit to the Palestinian National
Council for formal approval the necessary
changes to those articles of the Palestinian
Covenant which call for Israel’s destruction,
and to prevent acts of terrorism and hos-
tilities against Israel; and

(10) the President, in exercising the au-
thorities described in paragraph (8), has cer-
tified to the Congress on four occasions that
the PLO was abiding by its relevant commit-
ments.

(c) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that although the PLO has re-
cently shown improvement in its efforts to
fulfill its commitments, the PLO must do far
more to demonstrate an irrevocable denun-
ciation of terrorism and ensure a peaceful
settlement of the Middle East dispute, and in
particular the PLO must—

(1) submit to the Palestine National Coun-
cil for formal approval the necessary
changes to those articles of the Palestinian
National Covenant which call for Israel’s de-
struction;

(2) make greater efforts to preempt acts of
terror, to discipline violators, and to con-
tribute to stemming the violence that has
resulted in the deaths of 123 Israeli citizens
since the signing of the Declaration of Prin-
ciples;

(3) prohibit participation in its activities
and in the Palestinian Authority and its suc-
cessors by any groups or individuals which
continue to promote and commit acts of ter-
rorism;

(4) cease all anti-Israel rhetoric, which po-
tentially undermines the peace process;

(5) confiscate all unlicensed weapons and
restrict the issuance of licenses to those
with legitimate need;

(6) transfer any person, and cooperate in
transfer proceedings relating to any person,
accused by Israel of acts of terrorism; and

(7) respect civil liberties, human rights and
democratic norms.

(d) AUTHORITY TO SUSPEND CERTAIN PROVI-
SIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),
beginning on the date of enactment of this
Act and for 18 months thereafter the Presi-
dent may suspend for a period of not more
than 6 months at a time any provision of law
specified in paragraph (4). Any such suspen-
sion shall cease to be effective after 6
months, or at such earlier date as the Presi-
dent may specify.

(2) CONDITIONS.—
(A) CONSULTATIONS.—Prior to each exercise

of the authority provided in paragraph (1) or
certification pursuant to paragraph (3), the
President shall consult with the relevant
congressional committees. The President
may not exercise that authority to make
such certification until 30 days after a writ-
ten policy justification is submitted to the
relevant congressional committees.

(B) PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFICATION.—The
President may exercise the authority pro-
vided in paragraph (1) only if the President
certifies to the relevant congressional com-
mittees each time he exercises such author-
ity that—

(i) it is in the national interest of the Unit-
ed States to exercise such authority;

(ii) the PLO continues to comply with all
the commitments described in subparagraph
(D); and

(iii) funds provided pursuant to the exer-
cise of this authority and the authorities

under section 583(a) of Public Law 103–236
and section 3(a) of Public Law 103–125 have
been used for the purposes for which they
were intended.

(C) REQUIREMENT FOR CONTINUING PLO COM-
PLIANCE.—

(i) The President shall ensure that PLO
performance is continuously monitored, and
if the President at any time determines that
the PLO has not continued to comply with
all the commitments described in subpara-
graph (D), he shall so notify the appropriate
congressional committees. Any suspension
under paragraph (1) of a provision of law
specified in paragraph (4) shall cease to be ef-
fective.

(ii) Beginning six months after the date of
enactment of this Act, if the President on
the basis of the continuous monitoring of the
PLO’s performance determines that the PLO
is not complying with the requirements de-
scribed in paragraph (3), he shall so notify
the appropriate congressional committees
and no assistance shall be provided pursuant
to the exercise by the President of the au-
thority provided by paragraph (1) until such
time as the President makes the certifi-
cation provided for in paragraph (3).

(D) PLO COMMITMENTS DESCRIBED.—The
commitments referred to in subparagraphs
(B) and (C)(i) are the commitments made by
the PLO—

(i) in its letter of September 9, 1993, to the
Prime Minister of Israel and in its letter of
September 9, 1993, to the Foreign Minister of
Norway to—

(I) recognize the right of the State of Israel
to exist in peace and security;

(II) accept United Nations Security Coun-
cil Resolutions 242 and 338;

(III) renounce the use of terrorism and
other acts of violence;

(IV) assume responsibility over all PLO
elements and personnel in order to assure
their compliance, prevent violations, and
discipline violators;

(V) call upon the Palestinian people in the
West Bank and Gaza Strip to take part in
the steps leading to the normalization of life,
rejecting violence and terrorism, and con-
tributing to peace and stability; and

(VI) submit to the Palestine National
Council for formal approval the necessary
changes to the Palestinian National Cov-
enant eliminating calls for Israel’s destruc-
tion; and

(ii) in, and resulting from, the good faith
implementation of the Declaration of Prin-
ciples, including good faith implementation
of subsequent agreements with Israel, with
particular attention to the objective of pre-
venting terrorism, as reflected in the provi-
sions of the Gaza-Jericho Agreement con-
cerning—

(I) prevention of acts of terrorism and legal
measures against terrorists;

(II) abstention from and prevention of in-
citement, including hostile propaganda;

(III) operation of armed forces other than
the Palestinian Police;

(IV) possession, manufacture, sale, acquisi-
tion, or importation of weapons;

(V) employment of police who have been
convicted of serious crimes or have been
found to be actively involved in terrorist ac-
tivities subsequent to their employment;

(VI) transfers to Israel of individuals sus-
pected of, charged with, or convicted of an
offense that falls within Israeli criminal ju-
risdiction;

(VII) cooperation with the Government of
Israel in criminal matters, including co-
operation in the conduct of investigations;
and

(VIII) exercise of powers and responsibil-
ities under the agreement with due regard to
internationally accepted norms and prin-
ciples of human rights and the rule of law.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES 10948 July 31, 1995
(E) POLICY JUSTIFICATION.—As part of the

President’s written policy justification to be
submitted to the relevant congressional
committees pursuant to subparagraph (A),
the President shall report on—

(i) the manner in which the PLO has com-
plied with the commitments specified in sub-
paragraph (D), including responses to indi-
vidual acts of terrorism and violence, actions
to discipline perpetrators of terror and vio-
lence, and actions to preempt acts of terror
and violence;

(ii) the extent to which the PLO has ful-
filled the requirements specified in para-
graph (3);

(iii) actions that the PLO has taken with
regard to the Arab League boycott of Israel;

(iv) the status and activities of the PLO of-
fice in the United States; and

(v) the status of United States and inter-
national assistance efforts in the areas sub-
ject to jurisdiction of the Palestinian Au-
thority or its successors.

(3) REQUIREMENT FOR CONTINUED PROVISION
OF ASSISTANCE.—Six months after the date of
enactment of this Act, no assistance shall be
provided pursuant to the exercise by the
President of the authority provided by para-
graph (1), unless and until the President de-
termines and so certifies to the Congress
that—

(A) if the Palestinian Council has been
elected and assumed its responsibilities, the
Council has, within a reasonable time, effec-
tively disavowed the articles of the Palestine
National Covenant which call for Israel’s de-
struction, unless the necessary changes to
the Covenant have already been submitted to
the Palestine National Council for formal
approval;

(B) the PLO has exercised its authority
resolutely to establish the necessary enforce-
ment institution, including laws, police, and
a judicial system, for apprehending, pros-
ecuting, convicting, and imprisoning terror-
ists;

(C) the PLO has limited participation in
the Palestinian Authority and its successors
to individuals and groups in accordance with
the terms that may be agreed with Israel;

(D) the PLO has not provided any financial
or material assistance or training to any
group, whether or not affiliated with the
PLO to carry out actions inconsistent with
the Declaration of Principles, particularly
acts of terrorism against Israel;

(E) the PLO has cooperated in good faith
with Israeli authorities in the preemption of
acts of terrorism and in the apprehension
and trial of perpetrators of terrorist acts in
Israel, territories controlled by Israel, and
all areas subject to jurisdiction of the Pal-
estinian Authority and its successors; and

(F) the PLO has exercised its authority
resolutely to enact and implement laws re-
quiring the disarming of civilians not spe-
cifically licensed to possess or carry weap-
ons.

(4) PROVISIONS THAT MAY BE SUSPENDED.—
The provisions that may be suspended under
the authority of paragraph (1) are the follow-
ing:

(A) Section 307 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2227) as it applies with
respect to the PLO or entities associated
with it.

(B) Section 114 of the Department of State
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1984 and 1985
(22 U.S.C. 287e note) as it applies with re-
spect to the PLO or entities associated with
it.

(C) Section 1003 of the Foreign Relations
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1988 and 1989
(22 U.S.C. 5202).

(D) Section 37 of the Bretton Woods Agree-
ment Act (22 U.S.C. 286W) as it applies to the
granting to the PLO of observer status or
other official status at any meeting spon-

sored by or associated with International
Monetary Fund. As used in this subpara-
graph, the term ‘‘other official status’’ does
not include membership in the International
Monetary Fund.

(5) RELEVANT CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES
DEFINED.—As used in this subsection, the
term ‘‘relevant congressional committees’’
means—

(A) the Committee on International Rela-
tions, the Committee on Banking, Finance
and Urban Affairs, and the Committee on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives; and

(B) the Committee on Foreign Relations
and the Committee on Appropriations of the
Senate.

Beginning on page 172, strike line 19 and
all that follows through line 5 on page 173
and insert the following:
SEC. 1110. PROCEDURES FOR COORDINATION OF

GOVERNMENT PERSONNEL AT
OVERSEAS POSTS.

(a) AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN SERVICE
ACT OF 1980.—Section 207 of the Foreign
Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 3927) is amend-
ed—

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (e); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(c)(1) In carrying out subsection (b), the
head of each department, agency, or other
entity of the executive branch of Govern-
ment shall ensure that, in coordination with
the Department of State, the approval of the
chief of mission to a foreign country is
sought on any proposed change in the size,
composition, or mandate of employees of the
respective department, agency, or entity
(other than employees under the command of
a United States area military commander) if
the employees are performing duties in that
country.

‘‘(2) In seeking the approval of the chief of
mission under paragraph (1), the head of a
department, agency, or other entity of the
executive branch of Government shall com-
ply with the procedures set forth in National
Security Decision Directive Number 38, as in
effect on June 2, 1982, and the implementing
guidelines issued thereunder.

‘‘(d) The Secretary of State, in the sole dis-
cretion of the Secretary, may accord diplo-
matic titles, privileges, and immunities to
employees of the executive branch of Gov-
ernment who are performing duties in a for-
eign country.’’.

(b) REVIEW OF PROCEDURES FOR COORDINA-
TION.—(1) The President shall conduct a re-
view of the procedures contained in National
Security Decision Directive Number 38, as in
effect on June 2, 1982, and the practices in
implementation of those procedures, to de-
termine whether the procedures and prac-
tices have been effective to enhance signifi-
cantly the coordination among the several
departments, agencies, and entities of the
executive branch of Government represented
in foreign countries.

(2) Not later than 180 days after the date of
enactment of this Act, the President shall
submit to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions of the Senate and the Committee on
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives a report containing the findings
of the review conducted under paragraph (1),
together with any recommendations for leg-
islation as the President may determine to
be necessary.

On page 208, strike lines 8 through 11 and
insert the following:
SEC. 1327. MIKE MANSFIELD FELLOWSHIPS.

Part C of title II of the Foreign Relations
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995
(22 U.S.C. 6101 et seq.) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Director of the United
States Information Agency’’ each place it

appears and inserting ‘‘Secretary of State’’;
and

(2) by striking ‘‘United States Information
Agency’’ each place it appears and inserting
‘‘Department of State’’.

Beginning on page 216, strike line 4 and all
that follows through line 22 on page 217 and
insert the following:
SEC. 1501. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING

UNITED NATIONS REFORM.
It is the sense of Congress that—
(1) the 50th anniversary of the United Na-

tions provides an important opportunity for
a comprehensive review of the strengths and
weaknesses of the United Nations and for the
identification and implementation of
changes in the United Nation that would im-
prove its ability to discharge effectively the
objectives of the United Nations set forth in
the United Nations Charter;

(2) the structure of the United Nations sys-
tem, which has evolved over 50 years, should
be subject to a comprehensive review in
order to identify the changes to the system
that will best serve the interests of the Unit-
ed States and of the international commu-
nity;

(3) the United States, as the strongest
member state of the United Nations, should
lead this comprehensive review;

(4) reforms that produce a smaller, more
focused, more efficient United Nations with
clearly defined missions are in the interest
of the United States and of the United Na-
tions;

(5) the United States should develop a uni-
fied position in support of reforms at the
United Nations that are broadly supported
by both the legislative branch and the execu-
tive branch;

(6) the need for reform of the United Na-
tions is urgent; and

(7) the failure to develop and implement
promptly a strategic reorganization of the
United Nations will result in a continued
diminution of the relevance of the United
Nations to United States foreign policy and
to international politics generally.
SEC. 1502. UNITED NATIONS REORGANIZATION

PLAN.
(a) REQUIREMENT FOR PLAN.—The President

shall submit to Congress, together with the
budget submitted pursuant to section 1105 of
title 31, United States Code, for fiscal year
1997, a plan recommending a strategic reor-
ganization of the United Nations.

(b) REQUIREMENT RELATING TO DEVELOP-
MENT.—The President shall develop the plan
in consultation with Congress.

(c) PLAN ELEMENTS.—The plan should in-
clude the elements described in section 1503
and such other recommendations as may be
necessary to achieve the efficient, cost-effec-
tive conduct of the responsibilities of the
United Nations.
SEC. 1503. CONTENTS OF REORGANIZATION

PLAN.
It is the sense of the Congress that the re-

organization plan required by section 1502(a)
should—

(1) constitute a comprehensive statement
of United States policy toward reform of the
United Nations;

(2) set forth an agenda to implement the
reforms set forth in the plan in a timely
manner;

(3) include specific proposals to achieve—
(A) a substantial reduction in the number

of agencies within the United Nations sys-
tem, including proposals to consolidate,
abolish, or restructure mechanisms for fi-
nancing agencies of the United Nations that
have a low priority;

(B) the identification and strengthening of
the core agencies of the United Nations sys-
tem that most directly serve the objectives
of the United Nations set forth in the United
Nations Charter;
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(C) the increased cooperation, and the

elimination of duplication, among United
Nations agencies and programs consistent
with the principle of a unitary United Na-
tions;

(D) the consolidation of the United Nations
technical cooperation activities between the
United Nations Headquarters and the offices
of the United Nations in Geneva, Switzer-
land, including the merger of the technical
cooperation functions of the United Nations
Development Program (UNDP), the United
Nations Population Fund (UNFPA), the
United Nations Environmental Program
(UNEP), the United Nations Industrial De-
velopment Organization (UNIDO), the Inter-
national Fund for Agricultural Development
(IFAD), the United Nations Capital Develop-
ment Fund (UNCDF), and the United Nations
Development Fund for Women (UNIFEM);

(E) the consolidation of the United Nations
emergency response mechanism by merging
the emergency functions of relevant United
Nations agencies, including the United Na-
tions Children’s Fund, the World Food Pro-
gram, and the Office of the United Nations
High Commissioner for Refugees;

(F) a substantial reduction in, or elimi-
nation of, the cost and number of inter-
national conferences sponsored by the Unit-
ed Nations;

(G) a significant strengthening of the ad-
ministrative and management capabilities of
the Secretary General of the United Nations,
including a cessation of the practice of re-
serving top Secretariat posts for citizens of
particular countries;

(H) a significant increase in the openness
to the public of the budget decision-making
procedures of the United Nations; and

(I) the establishment of a truly independ-
ent inspector general at the United Nations;

(4) include proposals to coordinate and im-
plement proposals for reform of the United
Nations such as those proposals set forth in
the communique of the 21st annual summit
of the Heads of State and Government of the
seven major industrialized nations and the
President of the European Commission at
Halifax, Nova Scotia, dated June 15–17, 1995;
and

(4) include proposals for amendments to
the United Nations Charter that would pro-
mote the efficiency, focus, and cost-effec-
tiveness of the United Nations and the abil-
ity of the United Nations to achieve the ob-
jectives of the United Nations set forth in
the United Nations Charter.

On page 218, line 15, ‘‘$30,000,000,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$3,000,000,000’’.

On page 251, below line 22, add the follow-
ing:

(g) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR BUDGET
PURPOSES.—(1) In addition to any other pay-
ments which an agency referred to in sub-
section (b) is required to make under section
4(a)(1) of the Federal Workforce Restructur-
ing Act of 1994 (Public Law 103–226; 108 Stat.
114; 5 U.S.C. 8331 note), each such agency
shall remit to the Office of Personnel Man-
agement for deposit in the Treasury to the
credit of the Civil Service Retirement and
Disability Fund an amount equal to 9 per-
cent of final basic pay of each employee of
the agency—

(A) who, on or after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, retires under section
8336(d)(2) of title 5, United States Code; and

(B) to whom a voluntary separation incen-
tive payment is paid under this section by
such agency based on that retirement.

(2) In addition to any other payments
which an agency referred to in subsection (b)
is required to make under section 4(b)(1) of
such Act in fiscal years 1996, 1997, and 1998,
each such agency shall remit to the Office of
Personnel Management for deposit in the
Treasury to the credit of the Civil Service

Retirement and Disability Fund an amount
equal to 0.5 percent of the basic pay of each
employee of the agency who, as of March 31
of such fiscal year, is subject to subchapter
III of chapter 83 or chapter 84 of title 5, Unit-
ed States Code.

(3) Notwithstanding any other provision of
this section, the head of an agency referred
to in subsection (b) may not pay voluntary
separation incentive payments under this
section unless sufficient funds are available
in the Foreign Affairs Reorganization Tran-
sition Fund to cover the cost of such pay-
ments and the amount of the remittances re-
quired of the agency under paragraphs (1)
and (2).

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I want to
make the record clear. The Jordan
drawdown was not eliminated even
temporarily at my request, but in
order to facilitate the approval of the
rest of the amendment 1914. So the
RECORD will show that—I having said
that.

I urge the amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

further debate on the amendment as
modified?

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, it is my
understanding we are going to try to
work out the differences that still exist
on section 619, and at some later date
we may pull it up.

We are in agreement with respect to
the rest of the amendment.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I have a
committee amendment at the desk re-
ferred to as the ‘‘manager’s amend-
ment.’’ I understand there are no objec-
tions to this amendment and that the
modifications are acceptable to the
ranking member of the committee,
Senator PELL. This amendment has
several parts and is designed to address
three issues:

First, reservations and jurisdictional
concerns expressed by other Senate
committees, chairmen, and ranking
members;

Second; provisions objectionable to
the Administration; and

Third, technical and conforming
amendments to the bill, many of which
were ‘‘unofficially’’ requested by this
administration.

The amendment includes: The Middle
East Peace Facilitation Act extension,
a repeal of the two prison labor provi-
sions in the bill that will satisfy Fi-
nance Committee concerns, two
changes that will satisfy the budget
scorekeepers on the Budget Commit-
tee, and a few other small provisions.

I urge the amendment be adopted
since there are no known objections to
this amendment. I hope there will be
additional amendments in agreement
as we proceed on debate of the meas-
ure.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 1914), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. KERRY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1977

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to temporarily set
aside the two amendments and to call
up the amendment that I have at the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I lis-
tened to our colleagues who are dealing
with the measure that is at hand, and
I certainly hope we will have an oppor-
tunity to dispose of those amendments
in a timely fashion. I also expect to at
least have an opportunity to see a dis-
position of the amendment which I am
offering this evening on this particular
piece of legislation.

I am aware, very much, that I have
offered an amendment in the first-de-
gree and it can be seconded. I am also
aware, as my colleague from North
Carolina was pointing out, that we are
very hopeful of being able to avoid par-
liamentary gymnastics and to be able
to get a vote on different measures
that come before the Senate. I expect
he will have an opportunity to get a
vote on his amendment and I certainly
hope to have an opportunity to have a
vote on mine as well.

Mr. President, the amendment I am
offering is a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion that calls for us to debate and
vote on raising the minimum wage
sometime before the end of this session
of Congress.

It does not endorse any particular
outcome. It does not say that we
should pass S. 413, the bill Senator
DASCHLE introduced in behalf of the
President, or vote to raise the mini-
mum wage to $5.15 an hour, though I
strongly believe that we should. Rath-
er, the amendment says only that the
Senate should take up the issue, that
we should debate it, and vote one way
or the other rather than sweeping this
issue under the rug and ignoring the 12
million American workers who would
get a raise if the President’s bill were
enacted.

The appropriate level for the mini-
mum wage is a critical issue both for
the millions of low-wage workers who
are directly affected by it and for the
economy as a whole. Income inequality
is a growing problem in the United
States, and the declining purchasing
power of the minimum wage is an im-
portant factor in this problem.

Mr. President, I will review for the
Senate some of the most recent infor-
mation that has been developed and re-
ported in our national news magazines,
as well as some of the historic trends
that justify action by this particular
amendment, which effectively will do
for the Senate what was done earlier
this year on the issue involving the
gifts measure before the Senate where
our colleagues got a sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolution that we were going to
vote on the gifts issue and on the lob-
bying legislation.

Really as a result of a good deal of
focus and attention by Members who
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are interested in these issues, these
measures were brought up and in a re-
markable sense of comity were worked
out and action was taken which I think
all of us think was very, very impor-
tant. And we are very hopeful—I and
the others who will be supporting this
measure—that we will have an oppor-
tunity to do what we did some years
ago in 1989–1990 when we had a Repub-
lican President and two Democratic
Congresses and, initially, reservations
by the Republican President. We
worked on this measure. We saw the
coming together of a Democratic Con-
gress and a Republican President. That
was signed into law, and was the last
increase in the minimum wage, which
took effect in 1991.

Now, with a Republican Senate, a Re-
publican House and a Democratic
President, we are very hopeful that we
will be able to take action that will re-
sult in making this minimum wage
really an American wage, a family
wage, a living wage.

That is why I am hopeful that this
resolution, which says that we will ad-
dress this issue prior to the end of the
Congress without making a definition
as to what that particular amount
would be, nonetheless would reflect the
sense of this body, Republican and
Democrat alike, because Republicans
have historically worked with us to get
an increase in the minimum wage.

Historically, increases in the mini-
mum wage were signed by Republican
Presidents and were sometimes sup-
ported by the Republican leadership—
and we would certainly hope on an
issue of fundamental fairness, fun-
damental justice, that we could de-
velop that kind of comity on this reso-
lution and then ultimately on the mat-
ter that comes before us.

Mr. President, the reason for offering
this measure now is because of the
scheduling reality. We will be in ses-
sion two more weeks prior to the Au-
gust recess. We will be back. The leader
has announced that we will be address-
ing the welfare issue in the latter part
of this week. We have a defense author-
ization, a defense appropriations bill,
and there would not be the opportunity
to have a debate and discussion on this
measure, although I think it is an issue
that has been addressed time and time
again by the membership. It is not one
that the Members are unfamiliar with.
But, nonetheless, I think it is impor-
tant to take just a brief period of time,
whatever time the membership wants,
so that we can address this issue and
give an opportunity for the Members to
go on record about whether we as an
institution, as a Congress, should go
back and address this issue as we have
done on seven other occasions when we
have seen an increase in the minimum
wage, which is the wage for working
families that work 40 hours a week, 52
weeks of the year, and try to provide
food for their families, a roof for their
children, to pay the mortgage, and to
have some sense of hope and optimism
for the future.

Mr. President, this chart reflects
what happened to the incomes of fami-
lies in this country from 1950 to 1978. I
know that there will be those who will
say, ‘‘Well, there were variations for
this period of time.’’ We may have the
opportunity to come back and address
that issue. We will address any of the
other issues that are brought up in the
course of this debate. But this is a
pretty good summation, even with the
rise and the fall of various recessions.
And I will have other charts that will
show in more careful, actual detail
what happened during this period of
time with the setbacks and the ad-
vances in terms of real family income.

But when you come right down to it,
for close to a 30-year period—and we
segment each of the incomes for the
different parts of our society, dividing
them into five different segments—
what this chart reflects very clearly is
that real family income by quintile,
which is the five different segments, all
went up together. The ones on the bot-
tom, 20 percent of the family income,
rose the most, rose 138 percent. Those
in the second lowest went up 98 per-
cent; the middle, some 106 percent; the
fourth, 111 percent; and the top 20 per-
cent went up to close to 100 percent.

This chart says that we developed in
this country, and the American econ-
omy responded, in such a way that the
income for families during this period
of time, which included the increases
in the minimum wage as well as other
economic factors, all went along and
grew together. We all made progress
together, and we did it in ways that
were pretty equitable in terms of the
distribution of where our families were.

This, I think, is the real indication of
where the country was moving as an
economy. It included other forces be-
yond the minimum wage. But as my
next chart will show, the minimum
wage kept pace during this period of
time to be a livable wage. It has only
been in the last 10 to 12 years where
there has been a serious decline in the
purchasing power of the minimum
wage.

Over here, we go now from 1978—this
chart over here, 1979 to 1993—and it is
effectively the same chart, divided
again by quintile, and this chart re-
flects what has been happening from ef-
fectively 1979 to 1993, real family in-
come growth by quintile.

Here we see the bottom 20 percent,
those at the lower level of the eco-
nomic ladder, they are not increasing.
There are no blue marks here. It is in-
creasing red marks. Their purchasing
power has declined by some 17 percent
during the period where there has been
some very important real growth. The
next 20 percent has declined by 8 per-
cent, the middle some 3 percent, the
fourth quarter has gone up 5 percent,
and the largest increase has been with
the wealthiest individuals.

This is a profile about what is hap-
pening in our country over a period of
time in terms of real economic growth
per family income.

Mr. President, it is a reminder about
where we are and where we have been
and where we are going.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment and ask for
its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-

NEDY) proposes an amendment numbered
1977.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following new section:
SEC. .

It is the sense of the Senate that:
(1) the current economic recovery has gen-

erated record profits for industry, but hourly
wages have grown at a below average rate;

(2) the minimum wage has not been raised
since April 1, 1991, and has lost more than
10% of its purchasing power since then;

(3) the average minumum wage worker pro-
vides 50% of her family’s weekly earnings;

(4) nearly two-thirds of minimum wage
workers are adults, and 60% are women;

(5) a full-time, year-round worker who is
paid the minumum wage earns $8,500 a year,
less than a poverty level income for a family
of two;

(6) there are 4.7 million Americans who
usually work full-time but who are, never-
theless, in poverty, and 4.2 million families
live in poverty despite having one or more
members in the labor force for at least half
the year;

(7) the 30% decline in the value of the mini-
mum wage since 1979 has contributed to
Americans’ growing income inequality and
to the fact that 97% of the growth in house-
hold income has accrued to the wealthiest
20%;

(8) legislation to raise the minumum wage
to $5.15 an hour was introduced on February
14, 1995, but has not been debated by the Sen-
ate; and

(9) the Senate should debate and vote on
whether to raise the minumum wage before
the end of the first session of the 104th Con-
gress.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, as I
indicated on the previous chart, we saw
what was happening for the 30 years be-
tween 1950 and effectively 1980, and
then in the last 13 years, about how we
as a country in terms of our economy
are effectively growing apart. Now we
see the minimum wage no longer lifts
families out of poverty.

Take that, and you go right back to
1960 and see what has happened now
from the 1980’s, which is effectively
this chart over here, what has been
going on up to 1995. This is effectively
the red line, the minimum wage line,
and the darker line is the poverty line
that goes right across here on constant
dollars.

Here you find that during the period
of the 1960’s, the 1970’s, the minimum
wage was just above what the poverty
wage was; that is, it was a livable
wage. One family could receive the
minimum wage and also have a sense of
respect and dignity and know that they
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could effectively make it in America
without being in poverty, and without
being, as I will mention, a recipient of
many of what we call the support sys-
tems, the safety net programs. That is
an interesting sidebar to this whole
issue and I will come back to that in
just a minute.

Then we saw how the minimum wage
effectively stayed even in the 1970’s and
1980’s and then gradually declined and
continued to decline all the way to
1990. And this blip here was the in-
crease in the minimum wage when
President Bush in a bipartisan effort
signed the minimum wage. And now we
have sunk right back to where we were
in 1990.

We have to ask ourselves, what is it
about these working families, 12 mil-
lion of whom would be affected by the
increase in the minimum wage that
had been supported by the President
and introduced in legislation by Sen-
ator DASCHLE? What is it we are saying
to them? We are saying that we effec-
tively do not value their work; we do
not respect the fact that you are pre-
pared to go out and work 40 hours a
week to try to raise your children, to
try to have a sense of dignity at the
time we have been seeing the expansion
and the explosion in terms of the profit
in our economy.

Mr. President, I have in my hand
Business Week of July 10. This is not
the product of someone who has been a
long-time fighter for the working poor,
although I take great pride in the fact
that I have been for the increased mini-
mum wage. This is Business Week mag-
azine. This parallels two other studies,
which I will refer to. This is Business
Week. I will include the relevant parts
in the RECORD.

This is what the cover story of Busi-
ness Week, July 17, points out: ‘‘Pro-
ductivity and profits are up a lot. Pay-
checks aren’t. Is the economy chang-
ing?’’

It goes on:
Four years into a recovery, companies are

flourishing and joblessness is low, yet pay is
inching up more slowly than the prior four
recoveries.

Then it continues:
Four years into a recovery, profits are at a

45-year high

A 45-year high in terms of profits for
American companies and corporations,
45-year high.

Unemployment remains relatively low, and
the weak dollar has put foreign rivals on the
defensive.

The fact is since this President has
been elected, there has been a creation
of some 8 million jobs in the period of
the last 2 to 3 years, but those have not
been the high-paying, good-wage, good-
benefit jobs that I think most of us
have associated with employment in
terms of the strongest industrial coun-
try and strongest economy in the
world.

This is how Business Week continues
in its article:

Yet U.S. companies continue to drive down
costs as if the economy still were in a tail-

spin. Many are tearing up pay systems and
job structures, replacing them with new ones
that slice wage rates, slice raises and sub-
contract work to lower-paying suppliers. The
result seems to defy the law of supply and
demand. While companies prosper, inflation-
adjusted wages and benefits are climbing at
less than half the pace of the previous expan-
sion.

Then it continues:
Today even the incomes of many white col-

lar employees are sliding and labor’s share
has slumped to levels last seen 30 years ago
despite substantial productivity growth.
These trends have been dragging down the
economy through the recovery.

Then it continues:
But how long must we wait for productiv-

ity gains to boost living standards?

What we are talking about here are
living standards. We are talking about
families being able to educate their
children. We are talking about families
being able to try to meet some of the
needs of their parents, who are going to
feel the pressures in terms of the Medi-
care cuts. We are talking about fami-
lies being able to afford the mortgage
and to be able to enjoy their own fu-
ture with some degree of security.
Now, this is what is happening.

But how long must we wait for productiv-
ity gains to boost living standards? At this
point in previous business cycles gains from
increased efficiencies would already have
started to wind their way through the econ-
omy. But after closely tracking each other
for decades, wage gains are now lagging be-
hind productivity growth.

We might have to talk about that in
the Chamber, but all you have to do is
ask any working family what has been
happening to their real income over
the period of the last 15 years. Dra-
matic change, and it has been a down-
ward one.

The combination of subpar pay gains and
fewer wage earners has already bitten deeply
into pocketbooks. Per capita disposable per-
sonal income has crawled along at 1.5 per-
cent a year over inflation in this recovery,
half the average of prior ones.

What this article is pointing out is
generally we have had recessions in
other periods of time in the last 40 or
50 years, but what is happening now is
even though there is the creation of ad-
ditional jobs, the income is not there
for those new workers. And one of the
principal reasons for the fact it is not
there is because we have not met our
responsibilities of trying to make sure
that work pays in our country, that
men and women who are prepared to
work, will work, are able to receive
that livable wage.

‘‘Sooner or later,’’ the article contin-
ues, ‘‘the promise of this economic
strategy has to be fulfilled for the ma-
jority of Americans. The sight of bulg-
ing corporate coffers coexisting with
continuous stagnation in American’s
living standards could become politi-
cally untenable.’’

Mr. President, as we have seen in
other parts of the magazine, we can
say, well, what is happening to the
stock market? That has been going up.
But we know who participates in the

stock markets—certainly not those
who for the most part are in middle in-
comes. Once again, here it is going up
through the roof. So corporate profits
and CEO salaries have been going up
through the roof, the stock markets
are going up through the roof, and the
minimum wage has been in a continu-
ing and constant decline.

Mr. President, all we are saying is
that we are entitled to try to bring
that minimum wage back on up to
make sure that American families who
want to work and can work are going
to be able to provide for themselves.

Mr. President, I will take just a mo-
ment or two of the Senate’s time to re-
view with the Senate an historical
analysis of what has happened when we
have had an increase in the minimum
wage, because we are going to hear a
lot of voices out here about we cannot
afford an increase in the minimum
wage because it is going to cost jobs;
we cannot afford to raise the minimum
wage because there is going to be infla-
tion.

Well, the fact is that is great rhet-
oric. I took the time, after the last de-
bate we had in the late 1980’s, and just
reread the debate during the 1930’s,
1940’s, 1950’s, and 1960’s, and you could
just substitute the names because the
speeches were virtually identical, with
everyone saying we just cannot afford
to do it; we are just beginning to make
the economy go and here you are going
to go out there and try to undermine
our economy with an increase in the
minimum wage. They said it last time.
We increased it in 1990, and we have
seen since 1992 the growth of 8 million
jobs.

Mr. President, I will take just a few
more moments. I see my colleagues
waiting. I would just like to point out
what has happened historically with
the minimum wage because we will
have study after study after study after
study out here. And I will include some
of the most recent studies that I think
have been so compelling. There will be
others who will try to flyspeck those
studies, the study particularly with re-
gard to New Jersey, which is a very in-
teresting and a very positive one. But
the one thing you have to recognize is
the historical analysis of the increase
in the minimum wage. This is history.
This is what has happened. This is not
some study by one of these organiza-
tions for the various industries that
have been historically opposed to any
increase in the minimum wage. This is
the historical analysis of what has hap-
pened to our economy on the issue of
employment when we have seen the in-
crease in the minimum wage. This is
what we have seen. It goes back to 1949
when the minimum wage rose from 40
cents to 75 cents; unemployment de-
creased.

In 1955, unemployment decreased
from 4.4 to 4.1 percent.

From 1961 to 1963, from $1 to $1.25;
unemployment decreased from 6.7 to 5.5
percent.
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From 1967 to 1968, $1.25 to $1.60; un-

employment decreased from 3.8 percent
to 3.5 percent.

During the seventies, 1974 to 1976,
655,000 new jobs, despite the recession;
retail employment increased 5.2 per-
cent. They are the principal ones op-
posed to any kind of increases.

From 1978 to 1981, employment in-
creased by 8 million jobs, including 1.4
million retail jobs. You go from $2.30 to
$3.35 in 1990, $3.35 to $4.25, despite the
severe recession from 1988 to 1992.

We had it up in my part of the coun-
try, New England. With 4 percent of
the Nation’s population, we lost 20 per-
cent of the Nation’s jobs; 20 percent of
the Nation’s jobs we lost. We are begin-
ning to come back. The tragedy is,
those are not nearly as good jobs as
they should be. But despite the severe
recessions that we had, we have seen
the dramatic growth of these jobs.

Mr. President, this is the record. Not
only on the question of the minimum
wage and what has happened to em-
ployment, but also with respect to in-
flation—these are the two arguments
that they use.

We will hear later on how it is going
to be harmful to black teenagers. We
are about a couple hours away until
somebody brings that argument out.
These are the standard arguments.

I see my two colleagues. Go back and
read the history on these things. You
see the same old arguments that come
up.

What has happened on the question
of inflation is that we have seen, with
the increase of 1949, an increase of 1
percent; in the sixties, less than .3 of 1
percent; stability here; from 1974 to
1976 inflation actually decreased; then
it increased marginally and then de-
creased; and then from 1990 to 1991, it
decreased from 5.4 to 4.2 percent.

So, Mr. President, I know that there
are those who are going to come out
here and argue with the Business Week
analysis in terms of what has been hap-
pening in America: Companies and cor-
porations where the profits are going
up, the stock market is going up, their
productivity increasing. The one thing
they ought to recognize, which in Busi-
ness Week is clear as can be, and is
something every worker understands,
is that real purchasing power for work-
ers is going down.

I hope that our colleagues will not
use those worn-out old arguments
about the problems that we are facing
in inflation and the problems that we
are going to be facing in terms of un-
employment, because the record, which
is the most important record—and that
is the historic record—just does not
justify it. We have demonstrated and
seen this, Mr. President, and we believe
that now is the time to make sure that
men and women who are out there
working, and working hard, trying to
make ends meet, trying to bring up a
family are going to be able to experi-
ence some hope and opportunity.

Finally, Mr. President, one point
that I want to mention on this chart

for all of our Members—and we do not
come to this consideration very fre-
quently—if you start paying the Amer-
ican people a livable wage, do you
know what happens? They lose their
eligibility for support systems. Do you
know what that means? That means
the general taxpayer pays less, that
they do not have to support the various
support programs, which are the WIC
Program, Aid to Families with Depend-
ent Children, fuel oil programs, other
kinds of support programs. You pay the
American workers, who are working
and trying to pay for their own living,
and they lose their eligibility for those
support programs and that saves bil-
lions of dollars—billions of dollars.

Who pays for those billions of dol-
lars? It is the workers. This makes
sense if you are for deficit reduction, if
you want to lower the tax program on
workers because if they pay the mini-
mum wage, they lose their eligibility
and you begin to save the billions of
dollars.

This makes sense. It makes sense as
a matter of decency and fairness, as
part of our commitment that has been
there for some 50 years, where we are
going to honor work and say to men
and women who want to work, can
work, and will work that they ought to
have an American wage that says that
they can provide for their family and
for their future, that they are going to
be able to educate their children.

That has been true all the way
through the forties, fifties, sixties, all
the way through the seventies, and it
has only been in the recent years that
we have seen this abdication of respon-
sibility to working families.

Right in the face of this, Mr. Presi-
dent, are the various reports—I have
colleagues on the floor now—but I will
review the Bureau of Labor Statistics
report from just last week, and another
very, very important study that
reaches this very same conclusion.

These workers are entitled to be a
part of the American system. They
have been left out and left behind. We
have to ask ourselves who will speak
for them. At other times, we have come
together, Democrats and Republicans
alike, in order to make sure that those
families that want to work can work,
are proud to work, are playing by the
rules, trying to bring up their children,
are going to be able to live in some dig-
nity. That is what the increase in the
minimum wage is about.

We invite our colleagues to support
this sense-of-the-Senate resolution so
that families will know that we are se-
rious in making sure that for working
families, work pays in America and
that we honor work.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

SANTORUM). The Senator from Illinois.
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, if I may

follow immediately on what Senator
KENNEDY just talked about, this Friday
we are going to be taking up welfare
reform. Ninety-five percent of what we

hear about as welfare reform is not
welfare reform. It is just moving the
boxes around, shifting responsibility to
States and doing some things like that.
Real welfare reform has to deal with
the problem of jobs and the problem of
poverty, and this is an issue that deals
with the problem of poverty.

Why do we have this distribution
problem in our society today? I think
there are three basic reasons. One is
people are not as well prepared as they
should be. As Secretary of Labor Bob
Reich says over and over—and he is
right on this—if you are well prepared,
technology is your friend; if you are
not well prepared, technology is your
enemy.

A second reason we do not have the
distribution factor that we should have
in our society today is that labor union
membership is dramatically lower in
our country than any other Western in-
dustrialized democracy. George Shultz,
former Secretary of State and former
Secretary of Labor under Republican
administrations, made a speech in
which he said all of us, management
and labor and everybody, ought to be
concerned about the low percentage of
workers belonging to labor unions. It is
not a healthy thing for our society. If
you exclude the governmental unions,
it is down to 11.8 percent. That is a fac-
tor.

But a third factor in the distribution
matter is the minimum wage. We sim-
ply have not kept up with the inflation
factor, and it is a problem.

In addition to the factors that Sen-
ator KENNEDY mentioned, where we
save money in terms of AFDC and that
sort of thing, the earned income tax
credit, we have 11 million Americans
who will benefit from increasing the
minimum wage 45 cents a year for 2
years, a total of 90 cents, and many of
them will not get as much money on
the earned income tax credit. So there
will be a dollar savings, in very real
terms, for the Federal Government.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield on that?

Mr. SIMON. I am pleased to yield to
my colleague.

Mr. KENNEDY. I see my friend from
Minnesota here, as well. Does the Sen-
ator understand what it is about the
institution, the Congress, that says
that we are going to refuse to have any
increase in the minimum wage or even
to consider it, and we are cutting back
on the earned-income tax credit that
benefits only the individual workers
that make some $26,000 a year or less?

What is it about this institution that
says that workers who are making less
than $26,000, including the earned-in-
come tax credit, ought to have their
taxes increased, and yet we refuse to
grant an increase in the minimum
wage when we have a historic low, and
at the same time we are talking about
tax cuts for the wealthiest individuals,
who are at the top levels of our econ-
omy, who are right up here and giving
them, for the most part, a $245 billion
tax reduction? Does the Senator find
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some difficulty in understanding why
that series of policy decisions would
make sense for working families in this
country?

Mr. SIMON. Well, in response to that
question, which is an extremely impor-
tant question for the American people,
obviously it does not make sense. It is
a response that grows out of some-
thing—and I know the Senator from
Massachusetts feels very strong about
this—it grows out of something that we
ought to deal with, but we duck in Con-
gress—that is, our system of financing
campaigns. I join the Senator from
Minnesota, and I applaud him for his
leadership on what we did on gifts and
limiting on the lobbyists. But, frankly,
that is 1 percent of the reform we need.
Ninety-nine percent of the reform is on
our system of financing campaigns.

If you have 20 individuals who are
very wealthy in this country, who
wanted some modest change in the law,
who sent a $1,000 campaign contribu-
tion to every Member of the U.S. Sen-
ate, I have an idea—unless it was an
egregious request—that request would
receive very sympathetic attention. We
have 11 million people who will benefit
by an increase in the minimum wage,
who, because of their situation, cannot
give a campaign contribution to any-
one, and we are reluctant to respond. I
hope we will.

Let me just add for the benefit of the
Presiding Officer—and I see my friend
from Kansas on the floor here, too—the
last time we increased the minimum
wage, it passed 89–8 in the Senate, with
36 Republicans voting for it. This
should not be a partisan thing. We
ought to improve the lot of people who
are really struggling. Are we going to
be sensitive to that? I think that is the
fundamental question. Are we going to
be sensitive to people who really are
struggling in our society? I hope we
come up with the right answer.

I am pleased to have the Senator
from Massachusetts offering this
amendment, and what he is really call-
ing on us to do is prod our consciences
a little bit, do what we ought to do for
the people in Pennsylvania, Illinois,
Kansas, Massachusetts, and Minnesota,
who are just eking out an existence,
who do not know how they are going to
make the next rental payment, or how
they are going to feed their family,
until they get paid on Friday. These
are people we have to be concerned
about. They do not make big campaign
contributions to us. But that is what
we ought to be here for. Those are the
people we ought to be here for.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I

thank my colleague from Illinois for
his remarks. I have said it to him
many times, I am going to really miss
him. I think he has been a real con-
science of the Senate, and I think peo-
ple admire the Senator from Illinois
not only because of his integrity but
because of the way he treats each and
every Senator with real respect and
sensitivity. He cares a lot about people,

and that is what this debate is really
about. I thank the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts.

I ask unanimous consent that I be in-
cluded as an original cosponsor of this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, as I
understand this amendment, it simply
urges the Senate, asks the Senate to
take the position that we will indeed
take up and debate legislation to raise
the Federal minimum wage, at least by
the end of the Congress. Am I correct,
I ask the Senator from Massachusetts?
Is that essentially it?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Well, Mr. Presi-
dent, it seems to me that this is a most
reasonable and important amendment.
Despite the increases that went into ef-
fect in 1990 and 1991, the current mini-
mum wage is not a working wage. It is
still a poverty wage. At $4.25 an hour,
a person working 40 hours a week at
the minimum wage earns just $170 a
week. That is before taxes and Social
Security are deducted.

Mr. President, in Minnesota when
you talk to people in cafes, I think
really probably more than any other
single issue, or set of issues, the focus
is on what I would call basic economic
justice questions. People really feel the
squeeze that the Senator from Massa-
chusetts has talked about. And really
since the decade of the seventies, the
bottom 70 percent has lost ground.
When you talk to people and you ask
people what are the issues you care
most about, what people say over and
over again is, ‘‘I care about being able
to have a decent job that I can support
myself and my family on.’’ Mr. Presi-
dent, that is what we are talking
about. Right now, at $4.25 an hour, you
can work 40 hours a week, 52 weeks a
year, and you still are not even up to
the poverty level.

So there are many, many people—we
are talking about 11 million people-
plus who would benefit from this. I
think it is a fundamental economic
justice issue.

Mr. President, one popular mis-
conception—and the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts may have covered this ear-
lier, but I want to in my brief time—
and I will only speak for about 5 min-
utes, I say to my colleague from Kan-
sas—a popular misconception is that
the minimum wage is basically paid to
teenagers who flip burgers in their
spare time. But less than one in three
minimum wage workers are teenagers.
In fact, nearly 50 percent of those who
receive minimum wage are adults that
are 25 years of age or older.

It is simply impossible to support
yourself or to support your family. The
minimum wage is not a working wage.
We had a bipartisan consensus, at least
up until recent history, that we would
make a minimum wage a working
wage. But when you look at this, if
there ever was some action that we

should take as a Senate in this Con-
gress, it would be action to raise this
minimum wage so that people can
make a decent living, so that people
could support themselves, so that peo-
ple can support their families.

Mr. President, if the truism—and I
know the chair has been involved in
welfare reform—is that the best wel-
fare program is a job, and what we
want to do is move from welfare to
workfare, I would argue that the best
welfare reform is a job that pays a liv-
ing wage. That means a minimum wage
that can lift families out of poverty
and thereby make a huge difference.

Right now, if we are going to go to
welfare reform—because I think it
could be reformatory if we stay on the
present course, just punishing children
and single parents, mainly women. But
if we are going to move toward real
welfare reform, the problem we all
have—and we all know about this—is
all too often by the time a mother—be-
cause it is usually the mother, and I
wish more fathers would accept respon-
sibility for taking care of children
when marriages do not work out well.

All too often what happens for that
welfare mother is that by the time she
takes a job, and now has to pay for
child care—and, like any parent, she
wants this not to be custodial but good
child-developmental child care—by the
time she loses Medicaid assistance and
has a job that does not pay but $4.25 an
hour or $5 an hour, she is worse off.

The Washington Post had a really
splendid series of articles about this
very problem.

It seems to me on matters of basic
economic justice, on what it is that
people care the most about, the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is absolutely
on the mark. We ought to make a com-
mitment. I think that is all he is ask-
ing for Members to do. As I understand
the amendment, we do not even have a
specific wage. It is not a specific pro-
posal, but an amendment that says
that this Senate goes on record, mak-
ing a commitment that by the end of
this Congress, we will at least take up
and debate a minimum wage bill.

I ask the Senator, is that correct?
Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is cor-

rect.
If the Senator would yield for a mo-

ment, I listened with interest to his
statistics. He is providing a real service
to the Senate in outlining the actual
income and age of minimum wage
earners in 1993.

I am wondering if the Senator’s fig-
ures are basically in agreement with
this chart, the source of which is the
Economic Policy Institute, that says
57.6 percent of the minimum wage
earners in 1993 were below-average-in-
come adults; then there is below-aver-
age-income teens, effectively 14 per-
cent; above average income, 11 percent
for teens; 17 percent for above-average-
income adults.

The idea, as I understood the Sen-
ator, was that this increase really
reaches the working families who are
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trying to make ends meet and the ones
that are prepared to work the long and
hard hours. If it does reach some teen-
agers, it is basically reaching teenagers
who are from families with family in-
comes which are lower than the pov-
erty line as well. Actually, it is a pret-
ty targeted program.

I think the Senator might agree with
me that the minimum wage has a
greater elevating effect on the incomes
with single individuals or married cou-
ples, but the earned income tax credit
has the greatest impact on families
with a number of children.

I ask the Senator, as a professor of
economy, whether he would agree that,
therefore, doing something about both
is really reaching, in many respects,
our fellow Americans who are trying to
make ends meet—some with larger
families, some of them either individ-
uals or just a couple maybe with one
child, I think that is the breaking
point—but are trying to make ends
meet and they are at the lower rung of
the economic ladder and have been
ones that have seen their real income
decline most dramatically in recent
times.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
will respond to the Senator and then
yield the floor to my colleague from
Kansas who is anxious to speak.

I respond to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts in two different ways. First of
all, I say to my colleague, as a strategy
of welfare reform or as a targeted
strategy to reduce poverty and have
more economic opportunity, and for
that matter, as a targeted strategy to
move toward a middle class or as a tar-
geted strategy to reduce violence, I do
not think there is any question that it
is the key. That is what we have to
focus on.

I say to my colleague, my under-
standing is that, roughly speaking, in
poll after poll, 70 to 75 percent of the
population agree. When we have a
broad consensus in our country that we
ought to raise the minimum wage, we
ought to make it a working wage, it is
all a part of economic opportunity, it
is extremely important to this coun-
try, then it seems to me the Senator
from Massachusetts does everyone a
real service by saying, ‘‘Let’s go on
record making it clear that indeed we
will address this problem. We will have
some positive legislative initiatives in
this area.’’

Again, I am proud to be an original
cosponsor. I hope that this amendment
receives widespread support. It should.
I yield the floor.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I
agree that Congress should increase
the minimum wage standard. I have
voted for minimum wage increases in
the past and I will vote for reasonable
minimum wage increases in the future.

The minimum wage, established in
1938 by the Fair Labor Standards Act,
has been raised 17 times. From 1938 to
1974, the wage was raised from 25 cents
to $2 per hour. The last two increases
took place in 1990 when the wage level

was set at $3.80 and then again in 1991
when it was raised to its current level.
I voted both for final passage and the
conference report of the wage increases
of 1990 and 1991. If the minimum wage
had kept pace with the Consumer Price
Index, the current level would be $6.85
today.

I want to work in a bipartisan fash-
ion with the distinguished Senator
from Massachusetts in passing the
minimum wage, but I feel the schedule
of the Senate is best left in the care of
the majority leader in his preparation
of the schedule of the Senate.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
today to support the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Massachu-
setts, and to support efforts to raise
the minimum wage.

In recent weeks I have read articles
and newspaper editorials concerned
about wage stagnation. While profits
are up, wages are down. Raising the
minimum wage represents the least
this Congress can do. Our failure to act
to raise the minimum wage will only
add to the problem of stagnant wages.
No excuse about not being able to fit
this issue in our agenda will satisfy
workers who are just looking for a
break.

The bill that is being proposed will
raise the minimum wage from its cur-
rent rate of $4.25 per hour to $4.75 next
year and $5.15 per hour in the second
year. If we fail to raise the minimum
wage beyond the current $4.25 an hour,
the buying power of workers earning
the minimum will be at its lowest level
since 1955—1955. How many people here
would be satisfied with 1955 wages?

There are those who will argue that
the minimum wage doesn’t really help
families or adult workers, but that is
not what the facts tell us. The facts are
that over 60 percent of workers receiv-
ing the minimum wage are adults. And
over one-third of minimum wage earn-
ers are the only wage earners in their
families.

Mr. President, far too many workers
are losing ground. Far too many people
are working longer and working hard-
er, but their checks are getting small-
er. Far too many of our actions this
year have ignored the average wage
earner. How can we justify keeping the
minimum wage at $4.25 an hour in the
same year we decide to cut the earned
income tax credit? If Congress opposes
an increase in the minimum wage and
votes to cut this tax credit how can we
expect people to get ahead? How can we
expect some of these struggling fami-
lies to stay off the very public assist-
ance programs, which ironically, some
Members are trying to cut or elimi-
nate?

It is time we returned to the biparti-
san support this issue once had. It is
time we returned to the spirit of 1989
when only eight Members of the Senate
voted against increasing the minimum
wage. Let’s make a commitment to
working men and women all across the
country and tell them that hard work
will be rewarded and that they can get

ahead. Making $5.15 an hour won’t
make anyone rich, but it may give
some people a fair shake.

Mr. KERRY. The Senator from Kan-
sas has been waiting. And I just need 60
seconds. I want to thank my colleague
from Massachusetts for once again
raising for the Senate an important
issue.

I simply underscore—I think I am
correct, and the Senator may be able
to confirm this—in the 1960’s and 1970’s,
the minimum wage permitted people in
this country to be able to earn just at
poverty level; but because of the di-
minishment of earnings in the United
States over the course of the last 13
years particularly, minimum wage now
produces only 70 percent of the poverty
level in income.

So the country traditionally has paid
a minimum wage that at least prom-
ised to keep people at poverty level.
Today, it is at 70 percent of poverty
level, at a time when we all know it is
an awful lot harder without the suffi-
cient skills to be able to break out.

Not only do we have the same kinds
of antipoverty or rising tide jobs that
lift you, you have a much greater dif-
ficulty, but you are much lower in the
purchasing power that you have from
whatever the minimum wage gives you.

I think it underscores the purpose.
Mr. KENNEDY. If I could take a mo-

ment of time, the Senator is quite cor-
rect.

I want to just point out what we have
not gotten into in the debate, and that
is what is happening to the chief execu-
tives of major corporations.

More than 500 were paid over $1 mil-
lion, according to a Business Week sur-
vey of 742 companies. Chief executives
have been getting substantial pay in
recent years. Mr. President, in 1994 ex-
ecutive salaries increased 10 percent,
while workers’ wages rose 2.6 percent.

In many cases, the total pay went
down because they did not cash in their
stock options since the stock market
was not at its peak. The $2.9 million
average pay of 1994 was 54 percent high-
er than the $1.9 million average they
received 5 years ago. The executives’
pay has been skyrocketing, yet the
workers’ pay is down.

I am not interested, in this debate, to
try and take away from those that are
trying to expand and make a great suc-
cess in terms of companies or corpora-
tions, but it seems to me to be rel-
evant, in terms of a society, about peo-
ple working. Those in the white collar
are working hard but the blue collar
are working hard, too, and they are the
ones that are left out and left behind.

We are not making this point just
with regard to blue-collar workers. The
same thing has happened to the white
collar. That is quite a different story.
It is worth considering in the total
context of debate.

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Senator
from Kansas for her forbearance.

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I
rise not to debate the pros and cons
about whether we should increase the
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minimum wage. The bill currently be-
fore the Senate is the State Depart-
ment reorganization bill of 1995, a very
important piece of legislation.

The amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is a sense of
the Senate that we should debate and
vote on whether to raise the minimum
wage before the end of the first session
of the 104th Congress.

I would like to point out, Mr. Presi-
dent, that minimum wage legislation
comes under the jurisdiction of the
Labor and Human Resources Commit-
tee, of which I am chairman and the
Senator from Massachusetts is ranking
member.

I believe it is important to hold hear-
ings on this issue in our committee.
The minimum wage is just one part of
the Fair Labor Standards Act. That
Act is a comprehensive piece of legisla-
tion which covers everything from
child labor laws to overtime laws. I
think it is one that needs extensive and
thorough review and hearings. It is a
very important piece of legislation.
The minimum wage is just one part of
that.

Congress has not conducted a serious
oversight of the entire statute for sev-
eral decades. I believe it is of fun-
damental importance and the respon-
sibility of our committee to do so.
Clearly, the law needs to be brought up
to date to reflect significant changes in
the workplace over the last 50 years.

I am committed to holding hearings
in the Labor Committee to review all
aspects of the FLSA, including the
minimum wage. I think it is pre-
mature, however, to be bound by this
sense-of-the-Senate amendment and
have it viewed as a debate on whether
one is for or against an increase in the
minimum wage. That is not what this
debate is about.

I think the Senator from Massachu-
setts, as the ranking member, knows
that our committee has had a very full
agenda. There are a number of impor-
tant issues we have been working on,
including health care, job training,
FDA and OSHA reform, and several re-
authorization bills which have to be
completed this year.

Unfortunately, I think, despite the
importance of FLSA reform, the sched-
ule has just not permitted us to hold
hearings yet. Hearings that I think we
need to have and should have and, as I
have said before and I will say again, I
am committed to holding.

I would remind my colleagues that
the Senator from Massachusetts, now
the ranking member, was chairman of
the Labor and Human Resources Com-
mittee for the last 2 years. There was
no real sense of urgency at that time,
when my Democratic colleagues on the
other side of the aisle were in the ma-
jority, to address this issue. I really
have to wonder why, all of a sudden, on
this State Department reorganization
legislation, the Senator has offered a
sense of the Senate which could be in-
terpreted, I think wrongly, as a vote
for or against an increase in the mini-
mum wage.

For that reason I think this is not
the time or the place to have this type
of debate.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma.
AMENDMENT NO. 2029 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1977

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICK-

LES], for himself and Mrs. KASSEBAUM, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2029 to
amendment No. 1977.

Strike all after the word ‘‘that’’ and insert
in lieu thereof the following: ‘‘that the Sen-
ate should debate and vote on comprehensive
welfare reform before the end of the first ses-
sion of the 104th Congress.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, first I
wish to compliment my friend and col-
league, Senator KASSEBAUM, the chair-
man of the Labor Committee, for her
statement. I hope people heard her
statement.

Also, I will mention the reason why I
offered this second-degree amendment.
The second-degree amendment says
Congress should take up and consider
and vote on comprehensive welfare re-
form before the end of this year. I
think that is a very high priority.
Maybe I think it is a higher priority
than increasing the minimum wage, be-
cause I happen to believe increasing
the minimum wage will cost jobs.

The Senator from Kansas, as chair-
man of the Labor Committee, said she
will have a hearing on minimum wage.
I might mention, that is more than our
friends on the other side did. The spon-
sor of this amendment, when he was
chairman of the Labor Committee for
the last 2 years, I do not believe they
had hearings on increasing the mini-
mum wage. I know, if my memory
serves me correctly, Senator Mitchell,
when he was majority leader the last 2
years, they did not pull up legislation
on the floor of the Senate to increase
the minimum wage.

Now they offer an amendment to this
bill, the State Department authoriza-
tion bill, and the amendment says we
should consider and take up and vote
on increasing the minimum wage.

No. 1, that is an amendment that has
nothing to do with the State Depart-
ment authorization. It is kind of say-
ing: We were running the Senate for a
number of years and it was not a high
enough priority for us to do it then,
but now we want to do it while Repub-
licans are controlling the Senate. I dis-
agree. Senator DOLE is the majority
leader. He is the one who sets up the
agenda of the Senate, not the Senator
from Massachusetts.

So I have offered an amendment in
the second degree. It says Congress
should take up welfare reform. I think
that is important. I know the majority
leader thinks that is important. I

think the majority leader should set
the agenda of the Senate.

So I compliment my friend from Kan-
sas. I appreciate her cosponsoring this
amendment. I hope people will place
this amendment as a higher priority.

I will mention, actually, probably
neither amendment should be on this
bill. We should be considering the
amendment of the Senator from North
Carolina. We ought to be voting on it.
I will say we ought to be voting on it
in 15 minutes, because this entire body,
by the majority leader, was told we
will have votes not before 6 o’clock.
For us to take up nongermane amend-
ments, for us to debate a lot of things
and not take up the legislation pend-
ing, I think is irresponsible. We have a
lot of work to do. A lot of us would like
to keep most of the August recess. We
would like to spend a little time in our
States and with our families.

So I think it is important for us to
pass this bill. I know the Senator from
North Carolina urges us to do so. We
have a couple of amendments that are
pending. There are a couple of amend-
ments we have the yeas and nays or-
dered on. I hope we will vote on those.
I hope we will vote on those tonight.

We have a lot of other amendments,
very, very important amendments,
that we may be dealing with, talking
about reorganizing the State Depart-
ment, abolishing agencies, restructur-
ing—I compliment the sponsors of the
bill before us. It is very substantive
legislation.

We have also heard some in the ad-
ministration say, ‘‘Let’s not let this
pass. Let’s allow it to be slowed down.’’
I regret that. But I think we should
take up the legislation. I think the
amendment of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts needed to be amended, so I
have offered an amendment. I hope my
colleagues will support it.

Again, I repeat, what this amend-
ment is, it says Congress should take
up before the end of this year com-
prehensive welfare reform. I know the
President of the United States spoke to
the Governors and he urged we have
welfare reform. I know the Senate ma-
jority leader spoke to the Governors
today and he said we should have wel-
fare reform. So, hopefully, Congress
will work out its difference and we will
pass a bipartisan welfare reform bill
this year.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts.
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I guess I

am somewhat amused by the notion
that the way to solve the problem of an
amendment that is somehow not appro-
priate on this bill is to amend that
amendment with an amendment that is
not appropriate to this bill. The logic
of that does not quite sit. But, on the
other hand, we all want welfare reform.
So I think it is perfectly appropriate,
now that the precedent is set, for us to
follow suit with other amendments.
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We will be happy to accept the

amendment of the Senator from Okla-
homa. I do not think there is any fur-
ther debate on it, so we could proceed.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 2029) was agreed
to.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2030 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1977

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk to the amend-
ment of Senator KENNEDY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KERRY] proposes an amendment numbered
2030 to amendment No. 1977.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
SEC. .

It is the sense of the Senate that:
(1) the current economic recovery has gen-

erated record profits for industry, but hourly
wages have grown at a below average rate;

(2) the minimum wage has not been raised
since April 1, 1991, and has lost more than
10% of its purchasing power since then;

(3) the average minimum wage worker pro-
vides 50% of her family’s weekly earnings;

(4) nearly two-thirds of minimum wage
workers are adults, and 60% are women;

(5) a full-time, year-round worker who is
paid the minimum wage earns $8,500 a year,
less than a poverty level income for a family
of two;

(6) there are 4.7 million Americans who
usually work full-time but who are, never-
theless, in poverty, and 4.2 million families
live in poverty despite having one or more
members in the labor force for at least half
the year;

(7) the 30% decline in the value of the mini-
mum wage since 1979 has contributed to
Americans’ growing income inequality and
to the fact that 97% of the growth in house-
hold income has accrued to the wealthiest
20%;

(8) legislation to raise the minimum wage
to $5.15 an hour was introduced on February
14, 1995, but has not been debated by the Sen-
ate; and

(9) the Senate should debate and vote on
whether to raise the minimum wage before
the end of the first session of the 104th Con-
gress.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, this sim-
ply puts us back in the parliamentary
position we were in. We have now
agreed we ought to have welfare de-
bated before the end of the session. The
issue before us is still whether or not
we ought to have the minimum wage
debated before the end of the session.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I

thank my friend and colleague. I will

be glad to be a cosponsor of the amend-
ment of the Senator, but I am not
going to make that request at the
present time.

I just say, Mr. President, as the Sen-
ator from Kansas knows very well, this
legislation for the increase in the mini-
mum wage was introduced in February.
There has been a very full agenda for
the committee. I have enjoyed very
much the opportunity to work closely
with Senator KASSEBAUM and our Re-
publican colleagues. But it is a reflec-
tion of priorities. It has been the judg-
ment of that committee to set other
matters as priorities. I think at some
time this should have had a hearing
and we have an opportunity to address
this issue at this time.

Mr. President, the amendment I am
offering is a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion that calls for us to debate and
vote on raising the minimum wage
some time before the end of this ses-
sion of Congress. It does not endorse
any particular outcome; it does not say
we should pass S. 413, the bill Senator
DASCHLE introduced on behalf of the
President, or vote to raise the mini-
mum wage to $5.15 an hour—though I
strongly believe we should.

Rather, the amendment says only
that the Senate should take up the
issue, debate it, and vote one way or
the other, rather than sweeping this
issue under the rug and ignoring the 12
million American workers who would
get a raise if the President’s bill were
enacted.

The appropriate level for the mini-
mum wage is a critical issue, both for
the millions of low-wage workers who
are directly affected by it and for the
economy as a whole. Income inequality
is a growing problem in the United
States, and the declining purchasing
power of the minimum wage is an im-
portant factor in the problem.

Since 1979, 97 percent of the growth
in real household income has gone to
the wealthiest 20 percent, while the re-
maining 3 percent of the growth in
household income has been shared by
the other 80 percent of Americans. The
real family income of the bottom 60
percent of Americans has declined
since 1979, while the real income of the
top 20 percent of families grew 18 per-
cent.

Part of the decline in income for the
middle and lower middle class has been
caused by the decline in the purchasing
power of the minimum wage, which has
fallen almost 30 percent since 1979, and
more than 10 percent since it was last
raised in 1991. As a nation, we are get-
ting farther and farther away from the
concept that work should pay, that a
full-time, year-round worker should be
able to keep her family out of poverty.

Today, a nurse’s aide, janitor, or
child care worker who makes the mini-
mum wage earns just $8,500 for 50
weeks of work at 40 hours a week—fall-
ing more than $6,000 short of the pov-
erty threshold for a family of four.

There is an old saying that, ‘‘the rich
get richer and the poor get poorer.’’

But that should not be our national
economic policy. The Senate should
vote on raising the minimum wage be-
cause it is immoral and destructive to
have one out of every nine families
with a full-time worker living under
the poverty line—without enough
money to feed and clothe their children
and keep a roof over their heads.

The rich in America are getting rich-
er: the value of the stock market has
increased more than 400 percent since
1982. But almost everyone else, and the
working poor especially, are getting
poorer. Real wages have declined, on
average, 15 percent since 1982.

Business Week magazine, in a recent
cover story called, ‘‘The Wage
Squeeze,’’ argues that ‘‘weak wage
growth is sapping demand’’ and ‘‘drag-
ging down the economy throughout the
recovery.’’ Even though corporate prof-
its are at record highs and unemploy-
ment has been falling steadily for three
years, hourly pay and per capita in-
come have lagged far behind the aver-
age recovery.

Raising the minimum wage will not,
by itself, reverse the growing income
inequality that threatens our economic
future. But it would be a step in the
right direction. If we increased the
minimum wage to $5.15 an hour, 11 mil-
lion hard working people would get a
raise.

I have heard all of the arguments
against the minimum wage, and none
of them has any merit. For years, it
was argued that raising the minimum
wage was bad for the people who got
the raise because a significant number
of them would lose their jobs.

Well, year after year, we had mini-
mum wage increases, and the economy
continued to add jobs by the millions.

Then it was claimed that teenagers
would lose their jobs if the minimum
wage went up. But when economists
stopped quoting from their textbooks
and studied the actual, real world data,
they found that their theories were
wrong—even teenage unemployment is
not significantly affected by raising
the minimum wage.

First, Princeton’s David Card and
Alan Krueger, then Harvard’s Larry
Katz and Bill Spriggs of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, found that busi-
nesses adjusted to minimum wage in-
creases in various ways, such as in-
creasing prices, but they did not re-
spond by cutting their workforce. In
some cases, they actually added work-
ers.

How is this possible? Why did demand
for these workers not go down as their
cost went up? The obvious answer is
that their work was so undervalued at
the minimum wage that their employ-
ment was still a major benefit for em-
ployers after the minimum wage was
raised. And that is the situation today.
The minimum wage is so low that the
work done by the employees who earn
the minimum wage is undervalued and
underpriced.

Raising the minimum wage is no
likelier to cause job losses today than
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it was when the last increase was made
in 1991. We have added more than 7 mil-
lion net new jobs since then, and the
minimum wage is a smaller fraction of
the national average wage, and lower
in real terms, than it was in 1991. In
other words, the minimum wage is
even more underpriced now than it was
in 1991, and the employment effects of
raising it should be even less.

Now that the old argument about job
losses has been disproved, the Repub-
licans have come up with a new argu-
ment, the exact opposite of the old one:
raising the minimum wage is wrong,
because it leads teenagers to drop out
of school and go to work. The research
supporting this new theory is flawed.
The data does not support it so oppo-
nents of the minimum wage will be
forced to stretch their imaginations to
come up with new arguments.

For years, Republicans have claimed
that the minimum wage is really no
help to poor families because only
teenagers work for the minimum wage.
But according to the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, 63 percent of minimum wage
earners are adults over the age of 20.

Republicans have also argued that
there are better ways to help the poor,
such as the earned income tax credit.
Now, however, Republican support for
the EITC has begun to erode. They
voted overwhelmingly for a budget
plan that assumes a $21 billion cut in
the EITC over 7 years, which will raise
taxes on 14 million low income work-
ers.

They oppose helping the working
poor with a minimum wage increase;
they vote to cut back the EITC; but
they are rushing ahead with plans to
give the wealthiest people in our soci-
ety a lavish tax cut. It is no wonder we
are growing apart as a nation when so
much energy is expended to help those
who do not need it, while pushing down
the families at the bottom of the eco-
nomic ladder.

The growing Republican opposition
to the earned income tax credit is
based on its budget impact—its cost to
the Federal Government. The same
concerns should lead them to support a
minimum wage increase, since it will
save the Federal Government more
than a billion dollars over 5 years.

By moving millions of workers out of
poverty, an increase in the minimum
wage to $5.15 an hour would save more
than $600 million in AFDC expendi-
tures, more than $350 million in Medic-
aid costs, and almost $300 million in
food stamps, over five years. Raising
the minimum wage is the fair thing to
do. It is also the cost-effective thing to
do.

Three out of five minimum wage
workers are women, and most of them
make important contributions to their
families’ income, while they also
shoulder the responsibility for cooking
meals, cleaning the house, and getting
their kids to day care. The average
minimum wage worker brings home 51
percent of her family’s weekly earn-
ings.

The Senate should debate and vote
on raising the minimum wage because
it is a way to help make life a little
brighter for the people who struggle to
make ends meet, who believe in the
American dream of working hard in
order to get ahead, but who have been
finding themselves slipping behind no
matter how much harder they try.

I have met with many people who
work for the minimum wage—espe-
cially young adults with families to
raise—and their lives are hard. Typi-
cally, the husband works 30 to 35 hours
a week at $4.25 an hour for a pizza
chain, including split shifts and eve-
nings. His wife works 40 hours a week
at similar wages. She staggers her
work hours, so that either she or her
husband can always be at home to take
care of their two infants. Neither has
health care coverage, and they cannot
afford child care.

So, between the two of them, they
work all day long, rarely able to spend
time together. They despair about sav-
ing to send their children to college be-
cause both of them are still paying off
the loans they took out for the 1 year
of college they attended. These bright,
hard-working young Americans with
high school educations and dreams of
higher education and attainment. But
they are barely scraping by because the
law allows their work to be under-
valued and underpaid.

Senator DASCHLE introduced the
President’s bill on February 16, more
than 5 months ago. Yet the bill has not
had a hearing and is not on the cal-
endar for floor consideration. With
each additional month that passes, the
value and purchasing power of the min-
imum wage declines still more, and the
lives of those who earn it are made
harder.

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to
adopt my amendment and commit it-
self to voting on legislation to raise
the minimum wage before the end of
this session of Congress.

I want to just reiterate a few items I
think have made this matter more
timely. One is the various conclusions
that are being reached now in Business
Week magazine on the issue of wages. I
will also have printed in the RECORD
the very significant June 25 story in
the New York Times. It starts out:
‘‘Productivity Is All, But It Doesn’t
Pay Well.’’ This is by Keith Bradsher.
It points out:

It is a principle as old as capitalism and
the antithesis of Marxism: workers should
reap according to their labors. Yet over the
last six years, compensation for American
workers seems to have stagnated even as
they have worked ever more efficiently and
produced ever more goods.

The trend is especially striking because it
breaks one of the most enduring patterns in
American economic history. Workers have
fairly consistently collected about two-
thirds of the nation’s economic output in the
form of wages, salaries and benefits. Owners
of capital, like stocks or bonds or small busi-
nesses, have collected the other third, in the
form of dividends, profits and investment
gains.

‘‘It is remarkable how constant labor’s
share has been over the last 150 years,’’ said

Lawrence Katz, a former chief economist at
the Labor Department. ‘‘This is one of the
strongest regularities of advanced econo-
mies.’’

Wages and salaries and benefits actually
climbed slightly faster than productivity for
a while in the late 1960’s and early 1970’s.
Productivity moved ahead a little faster
than compensation during the late 1970’s,
and through much of the 1980’s. But it seems
the real gap opened after that.

The strongest evidence so far that the
workers are receiving less of the fruits of
their labors came last week, when the Labor
Department revised its estimate of wage and
compensation growth. After adjusting for in-
flation, average wages and salaries appar-
ently fell 2.3 percent over the 12-month pe-
riod that ended in March. Productivity rose
2.1 percent during the same period.

That is what happened in June. This
is what is happening in July. Talking
about the timeliness of this particular
measure, now is the time. Now is the
time.

Then the story goes on.
Include fringe benefits, and the current

numbers look even worse for wage-earners.
Overall compensation fell 3 percent in the 12-
month period through March, as companies
and State and local governments provided
fewer health benefits.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the whole article be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, June 25, 1995]

PRODUCTIVITY IS ALL, BUT IT DOESN’T PAY
WELL

(By Keith Bradsher)

It is a principle as old as capitalism and
the antithesis of Marxism: workers should
reap according to their labors. Yet over the
last six years, compensation for American
workers seems to have stagnated even as
they have worked ever more efficiently and
produced ever more goods.

The trend is especially striking because it
breaks one of the most enduring patterns in
American economic history. Workers have
fairly consistently collected about two-
thirds of the nation’s economic output in the
form of wages, salaries and benefits. Owners
of capital, like stocks or bonds or small busi-
nesses, have collected the other third, in the
form of dividends, profits and investment
gains.

‘‘It is remarkable how constant labor’s
share has been over the last 150 years,’’ said
Lawrence Katz, a former chief economist at
the Labor Department. ‘‘This is one of the
strongest regularities of advanced econo-
mies.’’

Wages and salaries and benefits actually
climbed slightly faster than productivity for
a while in the late 1960’s and early 1970’s.
Productivity moved ahead a little faster
than compensation during the late 1970’s and
through much of the 1980’s. But it seems that
the real gap opened after that.

The strongest evidence so far that workers
are receiving less of the fruits of their labors
came last week, when the Labor Department
revised its estimates of wage and compensa-
tion growth. After adjusting for inflation,
average wages and salaries apparently fell 2.3
percent over the 12-month period that ended
in March. Productivity rose 2.1 percent dur-
ing the same period.

Include fringe benefits, and the current
numbers look even worse for the wage-earn-
ers. Overall compensation fell 3 percent in
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the 12-month period through March, as com-
panies and state and local governments pro-
vided fewer health care benefits.

The drop has provoked a profusion of his-
torical comparisons. ‘‘A high-capital income
society is no longer a middle-income society
but something reminiscent of the Gilded
Age,’’ said Bradford DeLong, a former deputy
assistant secretary of the Treasury * * *.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
would be glad to entertain a consent
request. Is that the desire of the Sen-
ator from North Carolina?

Mr. HELMS. I want to get back to
what we were talking about, the bill, if
the Senator will allow us. I think he
has made his point about what he
thinks we ought to do. I thought that
was the majority leader’s responsibil-
ity.

Will the Senator yield the floor?
Mr. KENNEDY. No. I was informed

that the Senator was prepared to make
a consent request and I was prepared to
have that consideration. But I will not
take much more time. I will make
some brief comments. I was attempting
to try and accommodate the Senator.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, will my
colleague yield for a moment just for
the purpose of making a unanimous-
consent request?

Mr. KENNEDY. Reserving my right,
Mr. President, I yield for a consent re-
quest.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a vote occur
on amendment No. 2026, the Helms
amendment, at 6:45 this evening.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. I
thank my colleagues.

Mr. KERRY. I thank my colleague.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I put

in the RECORD the New York Times ar-
ticle.

I want to just mention another arti-
cle that was in the Washington Post of
today, ‘‘U.S. Finds Productivity, but
Not Pay, Is Rising.’’

The government yesterday confirmed what
most workers already knew: In terms of
their pay, Americans are just treading
water.

The Labor Department reported that
wages and benefits in private industry in-
creased 2.8 percent over the last year. It was
the smallest advance since the department
began calculating its employment cost index
in 1981 and reflected the low level of inflation
and the inability of workers to wrest pay
raises from employers in an increasingly
competitive economy.

Adjusted for inflation, the compensation
measure shows a slight 0.2 percent decline
over the past 12 months in spite of robust
gains in worker productivity and record lev-
els of corporate profits.

All of these studies are showing—
Business Week, the Washington Post,
the New York Times, all within the
past several weeks making the point
that we are experiencing record profits
in the stock market, record profits in
corporations, declining wages in terms
of workers in the minimum wage, and
the family wage, which is now down to
where it was in 1989 which is the last
time it was increased.

We were talking briefly out here with
our friend and colleague from Kansas
saying, ‘‘Why now?’’ The interesting
point about ‘‘Why now?’’ is we have fi-
nally gotten to the bottom of where we
were in 1989. We have gotten to that
point in the last several weeks. At that
time, a Republican President said
enough is enough. At that time, the
President and a broad bipartisan group
said that workers that were receiving
only about 70 percent of the real pur-
chasing power of the minimum wage
should at least get some bump. They
got some bump during the 1989–1991 pe-
riod. But we have no recognition from
the other side that there is a problem.
We do not hear our colleagues on the
other side saying, let us get about the
business and let us try to find some
common ground, let us try to see if we
cannot make a difference on it.

So, Mr. President, we believe that
this is a timely matter, that the Sen-
ate should go on record as our friends
from Minnesota and Illinois pointed
out. All this is saying is that we will go
on record before the end of the session
in terms of the increase in the mini-
mum wage.

Really the proposal that Senator
DASCHLE had was a bare bones program
which would not even move back up,
barely move us back up to where in-
creases were in 1990. The Daschle pro-
gram brings up back here, not where it
was in the period for some 15 years but
only brings us back to where it was
under a Republican President; not ask-
ing an awful lot. We are not out here
demanding that we get a vote to bring
it all the way back up here, although I
believe that is justified. The Daschle
proposal would move this red line right
back up to where it was when it was
signed by a Republican.

This does not seem to me to be such
a radical proposal to demand to say,
‘‘Oh, my goodness, we cannot possibly
gain the time, have an opportunity to
debate those issues out on the floor of
the Senate. There are too many other
matters.’’ I think we could get some
time to debate the importance of that
particular measure that makes a dif-
ference to 12 million of our fellow citi-
zens.

We did not spend a lot of time when
we were taking away some of the
OSHA protection for those workers. We
did not take a lot of time when we were
taking away the mine safety protec-
tion for those workers. We did not even
have the hearings over there in the
Human Resources Committee. We did
not take much time on that when we
were talking about safety. Now we
hear, ‘‘Oh, my goodness.’’ If we are
going to just bring back the minimum
wage to some extent to make it a little
more respectable for working families
to have children, and 60 percent to 65
percent of the minimum wage workers
are women in our society and are hav-
ing difficulty making ends meet, we
are suddenly saying, ‘‘Oh, no. We can-
not be prepared to support this resolu-
tion that will just say that by the end

of this Congress we will consider it on
the floor of the U.S. Senate.’’

That is what effectively we are hear-
ing from the other side, that we have
too many other matters. I would be
glad to be a cosponsor of Senator NICK-
LES’ amendment dealing with welfare
reform. But what is so difficult about
working on the income too for working
families? We did not spend much time
when the budget came back. When they
had the reductions in the earned in-
come tax credit for working families in
that budget proposal that is $4 trillion
in terms of tax expenditures and they
put $21 billion in additional taxes on
working families making less than
$26,000. They were raising the taxes on
these working families.

All we are saying here is, ‘‘Can we
not find between now and the time that
we close down this business maybe a
day, maybe a few hours, maybe on a
Friday afternoon, maybe on a Satur-
day, on something that will make a dif-
ference to those 12 million Ameri-
cans?’’ We are prepared to stay here
and debate this on a Friday afternoon
or a Saturday and set the time for a
vote. What do you think those families
are thinking tonight? ‘‘We do not have
the time to debate this issue. We do
not have the time in August, in Sep-
tember, in October to spend a few
hours and consider this on the basis of
the merit. We do not have time for
that.’’

Mr. President, I think they under-
stand about who has time for them and
who does not have time for them. I
know Mr. Armey on the other side said,
‘‘We will not have an increase in the
minimum wage. We do not care. It will
just not pass.’’

All we are saying is in the next 3
months give us a few hours to debate
it. If you are so sure of your side over
there, if you are so sure of your facts,
if you are so sure that there is going to
be inflation and lost jobs, why not
agree to debate it? Why not agree to it?
Why not say, OK. Just let us go ahead
and give us a time to vote? We did it on
the question of gifts. We did it on lob-
bying. We got votes on those. Those
were important measures. But some-
how when it comes down to paying
working families a livable wage, we
will not do it.

Mr. President, we will have an oppor-
tunity to do it because this issue is not
going to go away. We will hear people
moaning and groaning about, as I have
heard for years and years and years,
about, Oh, well, we did not go through
the committee of jurisdiction. That is
always such a wonderful argument to
use when you differ with something.
But then you come right out here at
any other time, if you have the votes
you can get these matters up. Well, we
may not have the votes to carry this
resolution, but we are going to keep
after it. I know that this institution
over a period of time will have the
votes because it is right, it is fair, and
it is the decent thing to do. It rewards
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work, and it is a responsibility I think
that we have to our fellow citizens.

So if they say, no, we are too busy
doing other matters; we are too busy,
we cannot find the time to do this, that
is a message to the American people. I
do not think it will stand because it is
wrong.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

BROWN). Who seeks recognition?
Mr. KENNEDY. I suggest the absence

of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab-

sence of a quorum has been noted. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that immediately
following the vote at 6:45 this evening,
Senator KASSEBAUM be recognized, and
the time prior to a motion to table the
Kennedy amendment be limited to 5
minutes to be divided between Sen-
ators KASSEBAUM and KENNEDY, and
that at the conclusion of that time,
Senator KASSEBAUM be recognized to
move to table the Kennedy amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I now ask

unanimous consent to proceed as in
morning business for up to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

CIVIL SERVICE EMPLOYEES AND
LOBBYING

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, this
evening, my colleague from Wyoming
and I come to the floor to discuss with
the Senate what we believe to be a very
important issue. It has come to our at-
tention in the last several days that in
a letter directed to the Director of the
Bureau of Land Management in each of
our States across the Nation, coming
from the Acting Director, Mr.
Dombeck, a letter goes to them in-
structing them to engage in an out-
reach informational program about a
pending piece of legislation before the
U.S. Senate.

If this is true, and in the manner in
which it has been done, it appears that
this Acting Director of BLM, who is a
civil servant unconfirmed, may have
acted in a way as to have violated the
law of this country.

I say so because it is very, very clear
that section 303 of the 1995 Interior Ap-
propriations Act states,

No part of any appropriation contained in
this act shall be available for any activity or
the publication or distribution of literature
that in any way tends to promote public sup-

port or opposition to any legislative proposal
on which congressional action is not com-
plete.

The directive sent to the State direc-
tors of BLM, instructing them to per-
form in certain ways, was about the
pending rangeland reform, or the Pub-
lic Rangeland Management Act that is
now pending before the Senate. This in-
struction went out prior to the com-
mittee’s action, prior to the markup
and the passing out of the Energy and
Natural Resources Committee, this leg-
islation. It is a detailed, instructive
act.

Since that time, we have seen op-ed
pieces, public comments, interviews,
and actions taken by State Directors of
the BLM and/or their public informa-
tion personnel.

While we are not sure that this con-
stitutes a violation of the act, it clear-
ly appears at this moment, at least to
this Senator, that a public informa-
tion, if not a political campaign was
launched to spread what is now misin-
formation about a pending piece of leg-
islation.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a memo that I
have obtained from the Acting Direc-
tor, going to the States, which outlines
a complete campaign of information di-
rected at a pending piece of legislation
before the U.S. Senate.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

JULY 5, 1995.
To: State Directors, Attention: External Af-

fairs Chiefs.
From: Acting Director, Bureau of Land Man-

agement.
Subject: Healthy Rangelands Communica-

tion Plan.
Thank you for your excellent work over

the past year promoting BLM’s efforts to im-
prove the health of the public rangelands. I
believe that our approach to collaborative
public rangeland management best serves
the people and the lands entrusted to our
stewardship.

In order to further promote our approach,
we have developed and attached a rangeland
communication plan which I expect each
state to implement over the next three
weeks. The July communication’s plan fo-
cuses on three areas: Resource Advisory
Councils (RACs), Inreach, and Outreach.

I commend your efforts during the RAC
Domination process. By now you should be
working with your Governors to recommend
nominations for the Secretary’s approval.
These should be submitted to the Washing-
ton Office by July 14.

In terms of ‘‘inreach’’, during July I want
you to make sure that all BLM staff have
the opportunity to review our briefing mate-
rials and agency testimony on the dif-
ferences between the Livestock Grazing Act
and BLM’s cooperative relations and grazing
administration rules.

Our primary focus for July is ‘‘outreach’’.
The outreach section of the communications
plan identifies basic minimum tasks that I
expect the State Directors and State Exter-
nal Affairs Chiefs to accomplish during July.
Feel free to expand or enhance these tasks as
appropriate. The differences between BLM’s
collaborative approach to public rangeland
management and the one presently under
discussion in Congress are dramatic. We have
an obligation to make our constituents
aware of these differences.

Barry Rose (208/384–3393) of Idaho’s Lower
Snake River Ecosystem Office and Chris
Wood (202/208–7013) of the Washington Office
will continue to serve as field and head-
quarters coordinators for rangeland commu-
nication issues. Please provide Tony Garrett,
Director of Public Affairs for the Washington
Office with an status update on implementa-
tion of the communication plan each week
during the external affairs conference call.

Barry Rose and Chris Wood will discuss the
communication’s plan with you at the con-
ference call this afternoon. Thanks for your
continued efforts.

TEN WAYS THE LGA UNDERMINES MULTIPLE USE OF
PUBLIC LANDS

Section

Severely limits public involvement in public land man-
agement:

Says only grazing permittee/lessee, adjacent land-
owners, advisory councils, and states may par-
ticipate in development of grazing plans. Does
not provide for direct participation by all oth-
ers who are affected by grazing decisions or
value public lands—including hikers, campers,
miners, oil companies, Indian tribes ................. 121(a)

Specifies that only permittee/lessee may protest
or appeal a grazing decision. All other citizens
could be excluded from taking an active role in
the appeals process ........................................... 162 164(a)(1)

On-the-ground grazing management would be ex-
empt from the National Environmental Policy
Act. The effects of grazing on the human envi-
ronment would not be analyzed in a public
forum or subject to public scrutiny ................... 106(d)(2)

Restricts the ability of resource managers to address
environmental concerns:

Could result in at least 23 years of monitoring,
appeals, and other delays before management
actions that protect resource health can be
implemented ....................................................... 114, 104, 123,

164
Terms and conditions of a lease would be limited

to grazing specific issues (kind, number, sea-
son of use, periods of use, allotments to be
used, and amount of use) unless provided for
by allotment management plan terms and con-
ditions or the LGA .............................................. 136(a)(b)

Terms and conditions of a lease/permit would no
longer normally be used to provide for other
uses and values such as winter forage for deer
and elk, nesting habitat for game birds, water
sources for wild horses and burros, water
quality, or healthy riparian areas ...................... .............................

Even emergency decisions are subject to suspen-
sion upon appeal. No provisions to put deci-
sions in immediate effect .................................. 114(d), 164(b)1

Moves public land management away from a tradition
of ‘‘multiple use’’:

Broadly exempts livestock grazing from oversight,
appeal, management, and enforcement require-
ments that apply to other public land users .... 106, 121, 123,

136
The definition of livestock ‘‘carrying capacity’’

would allow livestock stocking rates to the
point that grazing does not ‘‘induce perma-
nent damage to vegetation or related re-
sources’’ [emphasis in italic] ............................ 104(21)

Monitoring and inspection may not occur unless
the livestock operator has been invited and al-
lowed to participate. This compromises BLM’s
ability to conduct trespass investigations and
allows the uncooperative operator ‘‘veto power’’
over needed monitoring ...................................... 114, 123, 141(b)

Requires that grazing violations are ‘‘knowingly
and willfully’’ committed—this places a nearly
impossible burden of proof on managers and
makes ignorance an acceptable excuse for vio-
lations ................................................................. 141(b)1

RANGELANDS COMMUNICATIONS PLAN

Category Task Lead When

Resource Advisory
Councils.

Review nomina-
tions with
Govs., for-
ward to
Headquarters.

SDs/External Af-
fairs Chiefs.

July 14.

Assist National
Training Ctr.
with RAC ori-
entation
package and
training ma-
terials.

Rose .................. Draft package
due July 31.

Inreach ............... Ensure that all
offices have
briefing ma-
terials on
final rules
and Livestock
Grazing Act
(LGA).

B. Johns ............ July 14.

Outreach ............. Respond to mis-
information.

External Affairs
Chiefs.

Within 5 days of
receipt.
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RANGELANDS COMMUNICATIONS PLAN—Continued

Category Task Lead When

Prepare op-ed to
daily/weekly
papers and
other media.

External Affairs
Chiefs.

July 21.

Conduct brief-
ings interest
groups on
differences
between LGA
and final rule.

External Affairs
Chiefs and
appropriate
staff.

July 31.

Meet with key
reporters.

All public affairs
staff with
Area/District
managers as
appropriate.

July 31.

Meet with Edi-
torial boards.

SDs/External Af-
fairs Chiefs.

July 31.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I yield to
my colleague from Wyoming such time
as he may consume, to discuss the ac-
tion that the Senate and the appro-
priate committees have decided to
take.

Mr. THOMAS. I thank my colleague
and the chairman of the subcommittee
that is handling this bill.

Let me say as background, it seems
to me that this country relies on hav-
ing a civil service legally buffered from
political struggles. I think that is ter-
ribly important.

Our Government is organized to have
two levels, a political and a civil serv-
ice career level. Dedicated career em-
ployees implement the law, while those
designated as political work with or
against Congress to establish the law.
It is a fine line that must be main-
tained.

The Clinton administration has ap-
parently blatantly crossed that line
and put career civil service employees
in the position of violating one of the
oldest lobbying laws on the books, that
has sought for years to protect against
the very thing.

Let me cite it again, section 303 of
the 1995 Interior Appropriations Act:

No part of any appropriation contained in
this act shall be available for any activity or
the publication or distribution of literature
that in any way tends to promote public sup-
port or opposition to any legislative proposal
on which congressional action is not com-
plete.

The protection, of course, is for both
the employees and the public. The Inte-
rior Department has asked employees
in their jobs to lobby against the
public range management action, vio-
lating both the antitrust and the
antilobbying action and the interior
act.

We want to look into this from both
standpoints—the standpoint of protect-
ing career employees as well as the
standpoint of obeying the law and not
having a bureaucracy campaigning on
issues that are unfair.

As chairman of the Committee on
Oversight Investigations, at the re-
quest of our chairman of the full com-
mittee, I have sent a letter to the Sec-
retary of the Interior, Mr. Babbitt, and
have asked him to cooperate in a rea-
sonable investigation.

We have not yet determined whether
there would be a hearing. If there are
reasons to do that, we are prepared to
have a hearing on this issue.

Mr. President, I think it is one that,
obviously, is important in this issue,
but it is important in a broader sense
than that. That is, that we do have a
separation, and we should protect ca-
reer employees from being directed to
get into the political activity of deter-
mining the decisions and the political
issues here.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
letter that has been sent to the Sec-
retary of the Interior.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY
AND NATURAL RESOURCES,
Washington, DC, July 28, 1995.

Hon. BRUCE BABBITT,
Secretary of Interior,
Department of the Interior, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Pursuant to the di-
rection of the Chairman and Ranking Minor-
ity Member of the Senate Energy and Natu-
ral Resources Committee, this letter is to in-
form you that the Oversight and Investiga-
tions Subcommittee is initiating an inves-
tigation of activities by employees of the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) that ap-
pear to constitute violations of the 1995 Inte-
rior Appropriations Act and the Anti-Lobby-
ing Act. These lobbying activities are being
systematically directed against the Public
Rangelands Management Act of 1995, S. 852,
which currently is before the Senate, and
other pieces of legislation pending before
this Committee.

Many of the lobbying activities relating to
S. 852 appear to stem from a July 8, 1995
memorandum from BLM Acting Director
Dombeck to all BLM State Directors which
transmitted a ‘‘Healthy Rangelands Commu-
nication Plan.’’ In his memorandum, Mr.
Dombeck states that the primary focus of
BLM during July is ‘‘outreach.’’ The purpose
of this outreach is ‘‘to make our constitu-
ents aware’’ of the differences between
BLM’s ‘‘approach to public rangeland man-
agement and the one presently under discus-
sion in Congress.’’ As the memorandum
states, these differences are ‘‘dramatic.’’ At-
tached to Mr. Dombeck’s memorandum is a
chart titled ‘‘Rangelands Communications
Plan.’’ This plan identifies five tasks which
apparently constitute the ‘‘outreach’’ re-
ferred to in Mr. Dombeck’s memorandum.
These tasks involve BLM State Directors,
the External Affairs Chiefs and their staff in
the State Directors’ Offices, and area and
district managers. The tasks include re-
sponding to ‘‘misinformation,’’ preparing
opinion pieces for the media, conducting
briefings for interest groups, meeting with
key reporters, and meeting with editorial
boards. Mr. Dombecks’ plan has resulted in
BLM employees in the field espousing the
horrors of S. 852, and numerous media stories
throughout the West which cast S. 852 in a
very disparaging light.

It seems plain to me that the ‘‘Healthy
Rangelands Communication Plan,’’ and ac-
tivities thereunder, was designed to influ-
ence the legislative consideration of S. 852 in
precisely the manner prohibited by the De-
partment of the Interior and Related Agen-
cies Appropriation Act, 1995, Pub. L. No. 103–
322, section 303, 108 Stat. 2499, 2536 (1994)
(‘‘section 303’’). In addition, some of the ac-
tions taken by BLM employees in imple-
menting the plan may constitute criminal
violations of the Anti-Lobbying Act, 18
U.S.C. section 1913. As Chairman of the Sub-
committee on Oversight and Investigations,

BLM’s ‘‘Healthy Rangelands Communication
Plan’’ and other activities aimed at influenc-
ing public opinion on legislation pending be-
fore the United States Senate greatly con-
cerns me.

Section 303 of the 1995 Interior Appropria-
tions Act states:

‘‘No part of any appropriation contained in
this Act shall be available for any activity or
the publication or distribution of literature
that in any way tends to promote public sup-
port or opposition to any legislative proposal
on which congressional action is not com-
plete.’’

The language of section 303, on its face, is
a very broad and comprehensive prohibition
on the expenditure of appropriated funds. It
includes four uses of the term ‘‘any’’ in a sin-
gle sentence. Congressional intent could not
be more emphatic. Moreover, the use of the
word ‘‘tends’’ even more clearly dem-
onstrates that both direct and indirect con-
duct is targeted, for, as a factual manner,
even indirect conduct may ‘‘in any way
tend’’ to promote public support on an issue.
Without detailing other evidence of the
breadth of section 303 in this letter, a close
review of the legislative history of this pro-
vision, which first appeared in the Interior’s
appropriation bill for Fiscal Year 1978, and a
General Accounting Office opinion on this
provision, clearly show that section 303 is de-
signed to prohibit any activity which tends
to promote public support for agency goals
concerning a matter pending before Con-
gress.

Activities of BLM employees in imple-
menting Mr. Dombeck’s plan may even rise
to the level of violating section 1913 of the
United States Criminal Code. Section 1913
provides that:

‘‘No part of the money appropriated by any
enactment of Congress shall, in the absence
of express authorization by Congress, be used
directly or indirectly to pay for any personal
service, advertisement, telegram, telephone,
letter, printed or written matter, or any
other device, intended or designed to influ-
ence in any manner a Member of Congress,
to favor or oppose, by vote or otherwise, any
legislation or appropriation by Congress
. . .’’

Violation of this section is punishable by
removal from office or employment, a fine,
and up to one year imprisonment. Although
section 1913 permits direct communications
from agency officials to Members of Con-
gress made ‘‘through proper official chan-
nels,’’ actions implementing the ‘‘Healthy
Rangelands Communication Plan’’ do not ap-
pear to fall within this narrow exception.

The possibility that BLM employees may
have violated section 303 of the 1995 Interior
Appropriations Act and, perhaps, section 1913
of the Anti-Lobbying Act is a serious matter
which warrants an investigation by the
Oversight and Investigations Subcommittee.
Your assistance in this investigation is
therefore requested. Accordingly, I request
that you forward all documents responsive
to the following request to the Senate En-
ergy and Natural Resources Committee, Sub-
committee on Oversight and Investigations:

All documents by or for any Department of
the Interior official or employee including,
but not limited to: officials or employees in
the Office of the Secretary; officials or em-
ployees in the Office of the Assistant Sec-
retary for Land and Minerals Management;
BLM officials or employees in Washington,
D.C., including Acting BLM Director
Dombeck, Bob Johns, Chief, BLM Public Af-
fairs, Tony Garrett, BLM Public Affairs
Team Leader, Chris Wood, BLM Policy Ana-
lyst; BLM State Directors; BLM State Exter-
nal Affairs Chiefs and public affairs staff;
BLM Area managers; and BLM District man-
agers, which discuss, analyze, implement, or
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relate in any manner to the July 8, 1995
‘‘Healthy Rangelands Communication Plan,’’
or S. 852, the Public Rangeland Management
Act of 1995.

The term document shall include, but is
not limited to, any and all originals and
drafts of any information whether in writ-
ten, typed, printed, recorded, transcribed,
taped, or audio-taped, however produced or
reproduced. This request shall include, but is
not limited to, memoranda, letters, briefing
materials, analyses, talking points, com-
puter entries, electronic e-mails, telephone
logs, tapes, notes, diaries, journal entries, re-
ports, studies, manuals, speeches, opinion
documents, position papers, messages, sum-
maries, and bulletins.

Because of the seriousness of these allega-
tions, please forward all responsive docu-
ments by Friday, August 4, 1995.

Sincerely,
CRAIG THOMAS,

Chairman, Subcommittee on
Oversight and Investigations.

Mr. THOMAS. I yield to my col-
league.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me
thank my colleague from Wyoming for
his response. He chairs the Oversight
and Investigations Subcommittee of
the full Energy and Natural Resources
Committee.

I hope the Secretary of the Interior
will cooperate. I think it would be
tragic if, in fact, the veteran career
civil servants of this great, old organi-
zation called the Bureau of Land Man-
agement have been pushed into a polit-
ical activity by the acting director, the
national director of the BLM.

At least from my cursory observation
with the information that is now avail-
able, it appears just that. Never in my
14 years in the U.S. Congress have I
seen civil servants asking for and gain-
ing interviews with editorial boards,
writing editorial or guest opinions in
newspapers, advocating a clear position
on a given piece of legislation. That
simply is not allowed. It may well be a
violation of the HATCH Act.

There are other, broader ramifica-
tions here. At this moment, the kind of
look that I have taken, and I think my
colleagues in the Energy and Natural
Resources Committee have taken, is
that without question there appears at
this moment at least to be a violation
of this Senate’s appropriations act.

The language that the Senator from
Wyoming and I read, section 303, is not
something new. It goes in every appro-
priations bill, and it has gone in for a
good many years, directing the actions
of the agencies involved and the money
appropriated and how it should not be
used in certain cases.

We hope that the Secretary of the In-
terior would cooperate so we can get to
the bottom of this issue, so that the
State directors and the information of-
ficers of the BLM will not continually
be put in a most awkward position over
an issue they are now being asked to
advocate, when it is the responsibility
of the United States Congress to make
those decisions, and then for those
agency personnel to carry them out
and to promulgate the rules and regu-
lations necessary.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

FOREIGN RELATIONS
REVITALIZATION ACT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 2026, AS MODIFIED

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I call for
the regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, amendment No. 2026
is the regular order.

Mr. HELMS. Very well. And that is
now the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the
pending business.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Under the previous order, the ques-
tion now occurs on amendment 2026, of-
fered by the Senator from North Caro-
lina [Mr. HELMS].

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] and the
Senator from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI]
are necessarily absent.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] and the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON] are
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 94,
nays 2, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 343 Leg.]

YEAS—94

Abraham
Akaka
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bennett
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Bradley
Breaux
Brown
Bryan
Bumpers
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Conrad

Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd
Dole
Domenici
Dorgan
Faircloth
Feingold
Feinstein
Ford
Frist
Glenn
Gorton
Graham
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Harkin

Hatch
Heflin
Helms
Hollings
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lott

Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Nickles
Nunn
Packwood

Pell
Pressler
Pryor
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Shelby
Simpson

Smith
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner
Wellstone

NAYS—2

Hatfield Simon

NOT VOTING—4

Biden
Exon

Gramm
Murkowski

So, the amendment (No. 2026), as
modified, was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2030

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question now
occurs on agreeing to amendment No.
2030 offered by the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KERRY] to amendment
No. 1977, as amended. There will now be
5 minutes of debate equally divided be-
tween the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. KENNEDY] and the Senator from
Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM].

Mrs. KASSEBAUM addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President,
this should not be interpreted as a vote
for or against raising the minimum
wage. This is simply a sense of the Sen-
ate that at some point we should de-
bate and consider such an amendment.
And such we shall, but not until the
Labor and Human Resources Commit-
tee has had the opportunity to debate
it and vote on it in committee, which I
think is the proper procedure.

I believe this is not the time or place
to address this matter, and I will move
to table the amendment of the Senator
from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts is recognized.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this is

a simple resolution and it is a sense-of-
the-Senate resolution that says we will
consider, prior to the time that we re-
cess this year, whether we should raise
the minimum wage. We have done
sense-of-the-Senate resolutions on
gifts, we have done it on lobbying, we
have done it on finance reform. All we
are saying is in the period of the next
12 weeks, can we find a few hours of the
Senate’s time to consider whether we
should address the increase in the min-
imum wage, which is now nearly the
lowest in terms of purchasing power
that it has ever been in the history of
the minimum wage, all at a time, Mr.
President, that magazines like Busi-
ness Week, the New York Times, the
Washington Post talk about record
profits for industry, record profits in
the stock markets and record salaries
for the CEO’s.

All we are saying is over the period
of these next 3 months that we might
have a few hours to debate whether we
should consider an increase in the min-
imum wage. It was good enough for
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campaign financing, it is good enough
for lobbying, it is good enough for wel-
fare reform. It ought to be good enough
for the 12 million working families in
this country that today are at the bot-
tom rung of the economic ladder.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
VOTE ON MOTION TO TABLE AMENDMENT NO. 1977,

AS AMENDED

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I
move to table the Kennedy amendment
and ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the motion
to lay on the table the amendment No.
1977, as amended, offered by the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] and the
Senator from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI]
are necessarily absent.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON] is nec-
essarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 48, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 344 Leg.]

YEAS—49

Abraham
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brown
Burns
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Dole
Domenici
Faircloth

Frist
Gorton
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hatch
Hatfield
Helms
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kerrey
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
Mack

McCain
McConnell
Nickles
Packwood
Pressler
Roth
Santorum
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond

NAYS—48

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Bradley
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Byrd
Campbell
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Feingold

Feinstein
Ford
Glenn
Graham
Harkin
Heflin
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin

Lieberman
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Nunn
Pell
Pryor
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Simon
Specter
Warner
Wellstone

NOT VOTING—3

Exon Gramm Murkowski

So the motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 1977), as amended, was
agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I move to
table the motion.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2031

(Purpose: To amend the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 and the Arms Export Control
Act to authorize reduced levels of appro-
priations for foreign assistance programs
for fiscal years 1996 and 1997)

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to lay aside the
Dole amendment, and I send an amend-
ment to the desk and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
HELMS] proposes an amendment numbered
2031.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of the bill, add the following

new division:

DIVISION C—FOREIGN AID REDUCTION
SEC. 2001. SHORT TITLE.

This division may be cited as the ‘‘Foreign
Aid Reduction Act of 1995’’.

TITLE XXI—DEFENSE AND SECURITY
ASSISTANCE

CHAPTER 1—FOREIGN MILITARY
FINANCING PROGRAM

SEC. 2101. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated for
grant assistance under section 23 of the
Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2763) and
for the subsidy cost, as defined in section
502(5) of the Federal Credit Reform Act of
1990, of direct loans under such section—

(1) $3,185,000,000 for fiscal year 1996; and
(2) $3,160,000,000 for fiscal year 1997.

SEC. 2102. LOANS FOR GREECE AND TURKEY.

Of the amounts made available for fiscal
years 1996 and 1997 under section 23 of the
Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2763)—

(1) $26,620,000 shall be made available for
fiscal year 1996, and up to $26,620,000 may be
made available for fiscal year 1997, for the
subsidy cost, as defined in section 502(5) of
the Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990, of di-
rect loans for Greece; and

(2) $37,800,000 shall be made available for
fiscal year 1996, and up to $37,800,000 may be
made available for fiscal year 1997, for the
subsidy cost, as defined in section 502(5) of
the Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990, of di-
rect loans for Turkey.

CHAPTER 2—INTERNATIONAL MILITARY
EDUCATION AND TRAINING

SEC. 2121. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated
$39,781,000 for each of the fiscal years 1996
and 1997 to carry out chapter 5 of part II of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2347 et seq.).

CHAPTER 3—ANTITERRORISM
ASSISTANCE

SEC. 2131. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated $15,000,000 for fiscal year 1996
and $15,000,000 for fiscal year 1997 to carry
out chapter 8 of part II of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2349aa et seq.).

(b) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Amounts
authorized to be appropriated under sub-
section (a) are authorized to remain avail-
able until expended.

CHAPTER 4—NARCOTICS CONTROL
ASSISTANCE

SEC. 2141. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to

be appropriated $213,000,000 for each of the
fiscal years 1996 and 1997 to carry out chapter
8 of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291 et seq.).

(b) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Amounts
authorized to be appropriated under sub-
section (a) are authorized to remain avail-
able until expended.

CHAPTER 5—PEACEKEEPING
OPERATIONS

SEC. 2151. PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS.
Section 552(a) of the Foreign Assistance

Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2348a(a)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(a) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the President to carry out the pur-
poses of this chapter, in addition to amounts
otherwise available for such purposes,
$40,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 and $35,000,000
for fiscal year 1997.’’.

TITLE XXII—TRADE AND EXPORT
DEVELOPMENT

SEC. 2201. TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT AGENCY.
(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

Section 661(f)(1) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2421(f)(1)) is amended to
read as follows: ‘‘There are authorized to be
appropriated to the President for purposes of
this section, in addition to funds otherwise
available for such purposes, $67,000,000 for fis-
cal year 1996 and $75,000,000 for fiscal year
1997.’’.

(b) AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-
tion 661(f) of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2421(f)) is
amended by striking paragraph (2) and in-
serting the following:

‘‘(2) AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Amounts appropriated pursuant to para-
graph (1) are authorized to remain available
until expended.’’.
TITLE XXIII—PRIVATE SECTOR, ECO-

NOMIC, AND DEVELOPMENT ASSIST-
ANCE

CHAPTER 1—PRIVATE SECTOR
ENTERPRISE FUNDS

SEC. 2301. SUPPORT FOR PRIVATE SECTOR EN-
TERPRISE FUNDS.

Chapter 1 of part III of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 is amended by inserting
after section 601 (22 U.S.C. 2351) the following
new section:
‘‘SEC. 601A. PRIVATE SECTOR ENTERPRISE

FUNDS.
‘‘(a) AUTHORITY.—(1) The President may

provide funds and support to Enterprise
Funds designated in accordance with sub-
section (b) that are or have been established
for the purposes of promoting—

‘‘(A) development of the private sectors of
eligible countries, including small busi-
nesses, the agricultural sector, and joint
ventures with United States and host coun-
try participants; and

‘‘(B) policies and practices conducive to
private sector development in eligible coun-
tries;
on the same basis as funds and support may
be provided with respect to Enterprise Funds
for Poland and Hungary under the Support
for East European Democracy (SEED) Act of
1989.

‘‘(2) Funds may be made available under
this section notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law.

‘‘(b) COUNTRIES ELIGIBLE FOR ENTERPRISE
FUNDS.—(1) Except as provided in paragraph
(2), the President is authorized to designate
a private, nonprofit organization as eligible
to receive funds and support pursuant to this
section with respect to any country eligible
to receive assistance under part I of this Act
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in the same manner and with the same limi-
tations as set forth in section 201(d) of the
Support for East European Democracy
(SEED) Act of 1989.

‘‘(2)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph
(B), the authority of paragraph (1) shall not
apply to any country with respect to which
the President is authorized to designate an
enterprise fund under section 498B(c) of this
Act or section 201 of the Support for East Eu-
ropean Democracy (SEED) Act of 1989.

‘‘(B) The prohibition of subparagraph (A)
shall not apply to the Trans-Caucasus Enter-
prise Fund established under subsection (c).

‘‘(c) TRANS-CAUCASUS ENTERPRISE FUND.—
The President shall designate a private, non-
profit organization under subsection (b) to
carry out this section with respect to the
Trans-Caucasus region of the former Soviet
Union. Such organization shall be known as
the ‘Trans-Caucasus Enterprise Fund’.

‘‘(d) TREATMENT EQUIVALENT TO ENTER-
PRISE FUNDS FOR POLAND AND HUNGARY.—Ex-
cept as otherwise specifically provided in
this section, the provisions contained in sec-
tion 201 of the Support for East European De-
mocracy (SEED) Act of 1989 (excluding the
authorizations of appropriations provided in
subsection (b) of that section) shall apply to
any Enterprise Fund that receives funds and
support under this section. The officers,
members, or employees of an Enterprise
Fund that receive funds and support under
this section shall enjoy the same status
under law that is applicable to officers,
members, or employees of the Enterprise
Funds for Poland and Hungary under the
Support for East European Democracy
(SEED) Act of 1989.

‘‘(e) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this section,
the requirement of section 201(p) of the Sup-
port for East European Democracy (SEED)
Act of 1989, that an Enterprise Fund shall be
required to publish an annual report not
later than January 31 each year shall not
apply with respect to an Enterprise Fund
that receives funds and support under this
section for the first twelve months after it is
designated as eligible to receive such funds
and support.

‘‘(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) There are authorized to be appropriated
to the President for purposes of this section,
in addition to funds otherwise available for
such purposes—

‘‘(A) $12,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 to fund
the Trans-Caucasus Enterprise Fund estab-
lished under subsection (d); and

‘‘(B) $52,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 to fund
any enterprise fund authorized to receive
funds under this section other than the
Trans-Caucasus Enterprise Fund.

‘‘(2) Funds appropriated under this sub-
section are authorized to remain available
until expended.’’.
CHAPTER 2—DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

FUND AND OTHER AUTHORITIES
SEC. 2311. DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE FUND.

(a) SINGLE AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS.—There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the President the total amount of
$2,475,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 and the total
amount of $2,324,000,000 for fiscal year 1997 to
carry out the following authorities in law:

(1) Sections 103, 104, 105, 106, and 108 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (relating to
development assistance).

(2) Chapter 10 of part I of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2294; relating
to the Development Fund for Africa).

(3) Chapter 11 of part I of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2295 et seq.).

(4) The Support for East European Democ-
racy (SEED) Act of 1989 (Public Law 101–179).

(5) Title III of chapter 2 of part I of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2181

et seq.; relating to housing and other credit
guaranty programs).

(6) Section 214 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2174; relating to Amer-
ican Schools and Hospitals Abroad).

(b) POPULAR NAME.—Appropriations made
pursuant to subsection (a) may be referred to
as the ‘‘Development Assistance Fund’’.

(c) PROPORTIONAL ASSISTANCE TO AFRICA.—
Of the funds authorized to be appropriated
by subsection (a), not less than 25 percent
each fiscal year shall be used to carry out
chapter 10 of part I of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2294 et seq.; relating to
the Development Fund for Africa).
SEC. 2312. ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND.

Subsection (a) of section 532 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2346a) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(a)(1) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the President to carry out the pur-
poses of this chapter $2,375,000,000 for the fis-
cal year 1996 and $2,340,000,000 for the fiscal
year 1997.

‘‘(2) Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated by paragraph (1) for each of the fiscal
years 1996 and 1997, $15,000,000 shall be avail-
able only for Cyprus.

‘‘(3) Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated by paragraph (1) for fiscal year 1996,
$15,000,000 shall be available only for the
International Fund for Ireland.

‘‘(4) Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated by paragraph (1) for fiscal year 1996,
$10,000,000 shall be available only for the
rapid development of a prototype industrial
park in the Gaza Strip.’’.

CHAPTER 3—PEACE CORPS
SEC. 2331. PEACE CORPS.

Section 3(b) of the Peace Corps Act (22
U.S.C. 2502(b)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(b) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out the purposes of this Act
$234,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1996
and 1997.’’.

CHAPTER 4—INTERNATIONAL DISASTER
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

SEC. 2341. INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSIST-
ANCE.

Section 492(a) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2292a) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(a) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the President to carry out section
491, in addition to funds otherwise available
for such purposes, $200,000,000 for fiscal year
1996 and $200,000,000 for fiscal year 1997.’’.

TITLE XXIV—PEACE AND SECURITY IN
THE MIDDLE EAST

SEC. 2401. ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND ASSIST-
ANCE FOR ISRAEL.

(a) MINIMUM ALLOCATION.—Of the amounts
made available to carry out chapter 4 of part
II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (re-
lating to the Economic Support Fund) for
fiscal years 1996 and 1997, not less than
$1,200,000,000 for each such fiscal year shall
be available only for Israel.

(b) TERMS OF ASSISTANCE.—The total
amount of funds allocated for Israel each fis-
cal year under subsection (a) shall be made
available as a cash transfer on a grant basis.
Such transfer shall be made on an expedited
basis within 30 days after the beginning of
the fiscal year or the date of enactment of
the Act appropriating such funds, whichever
is later. In exercising the authority of this
subsection, the President shall ensure that
the level of cash transfer made to Israel does
not cause an adverse impact on the total
level of nonmilitary exports from the United
States to Israel.
SEC. 2402. FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING FOR

ISRAEL.
(a) MINIMUM ALLOCATION.—Of the amounts

made available for fiscal years 1996 and 1997

for assistance under the ‘‘Foreign Military
Financing Program’’ account under section
23 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C.
2763), not less than $1,800,000,000 for each
such fiscal year shall be available only for
Israel.

(b) TERMS OF ASSISTANCE.—
(1) GRANT BASIS.—The assistance provided

for Israel for each fiscal year under sub-
section (a) shall be provided on a grant basis.

(2) EXPEDITED DISBURSEMENT.—Such assist-
ance shall be disbursed—

(A) with respect to fiscal year 1996, not
later than 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi-
nancing, and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act, 1996, or by October 31, 1995, which-
ever is later; and

(B) with respect to fiscal year 1997, not
later than 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi-
nancing, and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act, 1997, or by October 31, 1996, which-
ever is later.

(3) ADVANCED WEAPONS SYSTEMS.—To the
extent that the Government of Israel re-
quests that funds be used for such purposes,
funds described in subsection (a) shall, as
agreed by the Government of Israel and the
Government of the United States, be avail-
able for advanced weapons systems, of which
not less than $475,000,000 for each fiscal year
shall be available only for procurement in Is-
rael of defense articles and defense services,
including research and development.
SEC. 2403. ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND ASSIST-

ANCE FOR EGYPT.
Of the amounts made available to carry

out chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (relating to the Economic
Support Fund) for fiscal years 1996 and 1997,
not less than $815,000,000 for each such fiscal
year shall be available only for Egypt.
SEC. 2404. FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING FOR

EGYPT.
(a) MINIMUM ALLOCATION.—Of the amounts

made available for fiscal years 1996 and 1997
for assistance under the ‘‘Foreign Military
Financing Program’’ account under section
23 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C.
2763), not less than $1,300,000,000 for each
such fiscal year shall be available only for
Egypt.

(b) TERMS OF ASSISTANCE.—The assistance
provided for Egypt for each fiscal year under
subsection (a) shall be provided on a grant
basis.

TITLE XXV—INTERNATIONAL
ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS

SEC. 2501. VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS; UNITED
NATIONS CHILDREN’S FUND.

Section 302(a) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2222(a)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(a)(1) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the President, in addition to funds
otherwise available for such purpose,
$225,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, and
$225,000,000 for fiscal year 1997, for voluntary
contributions under this chapter to inter-
national organizations and programs, of
which amounts not less than $103,000,000 for
each fiscal year shall be available only for
the United Nations Children’s Fund
(UNICEF).

‘‘(2) Funds appropriated pursuant to para-
graph (1) are authorized to remain available
until expended.’’.
SEC. 2502. REPLENISHMENT OF THE ASIAN DE-

VELOPMENT BANK.
The Asian Development Bank Act (22

U.S.C. 285–285aa) is amended by adding at the
end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 31. FOURTH REPLENISHMENT.

‘‘(a) SUBSCRIPTION AUTHORITY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The United States Gov-

ernor of the Bank may, on behalf of the
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United States, subscribe to 276,105 shares of
the increase in the capital stock of the
Bank—

‘‘(A) 5,522 of which shall be shares of paid-
in capital stock; and

‘‘(B) 270,583 of which shall be shares of call-
able capital stock.

‘‘(2) SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATIONS.—The au-
thority provided by paragraph (1) shall be ef-
fective only to such extent or in such
amounts as are provided in advance in appro-
priations Acts.

‘‘(b) LIMITATIONS ON AUTHORIZATION OF AP-
PROPRIATIONS.—For the subscription author-
ized by subsection (a), there are authorized
to be appropriated to the Secretary of the
Treasury $13,320,000 for each of the fiscal
years 1996 and 1997.’’.

TITLE XXVI—EFFECTIVE DATE
SEC. 2601. EFFECTIVE DATE.

Except as otherwise provided, this division,
and the amendments made by this division,
shall take effect on October 1, 1995.

Mr. KERRY. I understand the pend-
ing business is the Dole amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Helms amendment is now pending.

Mr. KERRY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Helms amendment be
temporarily set aside.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I call for
regular order. That will do it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The call
for regular order is heard.

AMENDMENT NO. 2032 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2025

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
regarding the arrest of Harry Wu by the
Government of the People’s Republic of
China)

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I send a
perfecting amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KERRY] for Mrs. BOXER, for herself and Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2032 to amendment No. 2025.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
Strike all page 1, line 6, through page 2,

line 23, and insert the following new section.
(a) The Senate finds that——
(1) Peter H. Wu, known as Harry Wu, at-

tempted to enter the People’s Republic of
China on June 19, 1995;

(2) Harry Wu, a 58-year-old American citi-
zen, was traveling on a valid United States
passport and a valid visa issued by the Chi-
nese authorities;

(3) the Chinese Foreign Ministry notified
the United States Embassy in Beijing of
Harry Wu’s detention on Friday, June 23;

(4) the United States Embassy in Beijing
approached the Chinese Foreign Ministry on
Monday, June 26, to issue an official de-
marche for the detention of an American cit-
izen;

(5) the terms of the United States-People’s
Republic of China Consular Convention on
February 19, 1982, require that United States
Government officials shall be accorded ac-
cess to a detained American citizen as soon
as possible, but not more than 48 hours after
the United States has been notified of such
detention;

(6) on June 28, the highest ranking rep-
resentative of the People’s Republic of China
in the United States refused to offer the
United States Government any information
on Harry Wu’s whereabouts or the charges
brought against him;

(7) by denying consular officials access to
Harry Wu, the Government of the People’s
Republic of China violated the terms of its
Consular Convention;

(8) on July 8, the People’s Republic of
China formally charged Harry Wu, with espi-
onage, which is a capital crime;

(9) Harry Wu, who was born in China, has
already spent 19 years in Chinese prisons;

(10) Harry Wu has dedicated his life to the
betterment of the human rights situation in
the People’s Republic of China;

(11) Harry Wu first detailed to the United
States Congress the practice of using prison
labor to produce products for export from
China to other countries;

(12) Harry Wu testified before the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations of the Senate on
May 4, 1995, informing the Committee, the
Senate, and the American people about
human rights abuses in Chinese prisons;

(13) on June 2, 1995, the President of the
United States announced his determination
that further extension of the waiver author-
ity granted by section 402(c) of the Trade Act
of 1974 (Public Law 93–618; 88 Stat. 1978), also
known as ‘‘Jackson-Vanik’’, will substan-
tially promote freedom of emigration from
the People’s Republic of China;

(14) this waiver authority will allow the
People’s Republic of China to receive the
lowest tariff rates possible, also known as
Most-Favored-Nation trading status, for a
period of 12 months beginning on July 4, 1995;

(15) the Chinese government and people
benefit substantially from the continuation
of such trading benefits;

(b) The Senate condemns the arrest of
Harry Wu, urges his immediate return, and
expresses deep concern for his well being.

(c) It is the sense of the Senate that—
(1) the People’s Republic of China must

comply with its commitments under the
United States-People’s Republic of China
Consular Convention of February 19, 1982;

(2) the President of the United States
should use every diplomatic means available
to ensure Harry Wu’s safe and expeditious re-
turn to the United States;

(3) United States citizens who are partici-
pants in the United Nations Fourth World
Conference on Women should strongly urge
the release of Harry Wu at every appropriate
public and private opportunity.

AMENDMENT NO. 2033

(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress
on the United Nations Fourth World Con-
ference on Women, to be held in Beijing,
Chinq)
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I

offer an amendment and send it to the
desk for immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is asking that the pending amend-
ment be set aside?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President,
that is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON],
for herself and Mr GRAMM, Mr. COATS, Mr.
HELMS, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. SMITH, Mr.
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. LOTT, Mr.
NICKLES, and Mr. DEWINE, proposes an
amendment numbered 2033.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that further

reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 91, between lines 4 and 5, insert

the following new section:
SEC. 319. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON UNITED NA-

TIONS FOURTH WORLD CON-
FERENCE ON WOMEN IN BEIJING,
CHINA.

It is the sense of the Congress that——
(1) the United Nations Fourth World Con-

ference on Women in Beijing, China, should
promote a representative American perspec-
tive on issues of equality, peace, and devel-
opment; and

(2) in the event the United States sends a
delegation to the Conference, the United
States delegation should use the voice and
vote of the United States——

(A) to ensure that the biological and social
activity of motherhood is recognized as a
valuable and worthwhile endeavor that
should in no way, in its form or actions, be
demeaned by society or by the state;

(B) to ensure that the traditional family is
upheld as a fundamental unit of society upon
which healthy cultures are built and, there-
fore, receives esteem and protection by soci-
ety and the state; and

(C) to define or agree with any definitions
that define gender as the biological classi-
fication of male and female, which are the
two sexes of the human being.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, my
amendment would express the sense of
the Senate that the participation of
the U.S. delegation to the upcoming
U.N. Fourth World Conference on
Women should reflect the American
perspective on the value of families.

My amendment is simple and
straightforward. It puts the Congress
on record that the U.S. delegates
should advocate the importance of
family as the fundamental unit of our
society.

Mr. President, most Americans would
be surprised to learn that there is any
reason for the Congress to take this
step. However, some conference dele-
gates from other nations apparently
have views that depart significantly
from the mainstream and have said
they may seek to have them ratified
during the conference. Americans are
attending the conference. It should be
as representatives of our American val-
ues.

Much has been said on the floor of
this Chamber in recent months about
the importance of families and the
vital role they play to ensure the well-
being of our children in our society.

Increased violent juvenile crime,
high teen pregnancy rates, drug use,
and educational failure are painful re-
alities.

In attempting to address these ter-
rible problems, this Congress and our
Nation have come to a common under-
standing, one that cuts across all polit-
ical and social lines, that strengthen-
ing families is the single most crucial
factor. We must do that if we are going
to have an impact on the problems that
our society faces.

Mr. President, one of the cosponsors
of my amendment is on the floor. I ask
if the Senator would like me to yield
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for him to say why he is a cosponsor of
this amendment and why he thinks
this is very important.

Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. COATS. I am happy to yield, and

I thank the Senator from Texas, and
am happy to yield to the majority lead-
er.

Mr. DOLE. After this discussion, we
will have morning business and there
will be no additional action on this bill
tonight.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, We have
all become accustomed to the plethora
of international conferences held by
the United Nations. We tend to think
of them as rather benign discussions
about ideals. I have grave concerns,
however, about the U.S. acquiescing to
overreaching policy goals which could
alter American culture. The Beijing
Conference on the Status of Women has
these aims. Months of preliminary
meetings have produced a draft docu-
ment which conflicts with the views of
most Americans and is silent on the
unique role of women as mothers.

I hope that passage of this amend-
ment will signal the United Nations
and the administration that the Senate
rejects the current language and the
current approach. The goals do not
seek to understand and respect wom-
en’s roles all over the world, but rather
promote a particular political ideology
of women.

The amendment which is being of-
fered by the Senator from Texas
reasserts what I believe the entire Sen-
ate and what the vast majority of
Americans wish to reassert, regarding
the role of mothers and the role of tra-
ditional families.

It is hard to imagine how a document
about the status of women could fail to
even mention their roles as mothers. In
fact one country had the reference to
‘‘mother’’ replaced with ‘‘caretaker.’’
And ‘‘family with ‘‘household’’. Ref-
erences to fathers are made only in the
negative terms of violence and abuse of
wives and daughters. Likewise, the
document fails to acknowledge the
critical role of fathers in parenting and
teaching their children by daily exam-
ple to respect women and hold them in
esteem. There was no attempt to dis-
cuss the importance of families in nur-
turing children and raising them to be-
come responsible citizens.

Some of the conference participants
seem intent on dramatically altering
the traditional view that the family
structure is headed by a married man
and woman. Demanding complete
equality for men and women at home,
denies basic biology and trivializes
women as mothers.

Senator HUTCHISON’s amendment as-
serts the traditional family is the fun-
damental unit of society upon which
healthy cultures are built and there-
fore the traditional family should re-
ceive both the esteem and the protec-
tion by society and the state. Tradi-
tional family has long been recognized
as the fundamental foundation, build-
ing block for this successful society.

There have been attempts over the
past several years to undermine the
role of the traditional family. I think
those attempts have fortunately failed
because Americans, by strong major-
ity, believe that traditional family role
should be upheld and promoted wher-
ever possible, and not undermined. Ex-
perience shows us—today particularly,
with the declining social culture and
problems that exist throughout society
with young people—the destructive na-
ture of broken families and the impact
that has had on our social system, the
incidence of juvenile delinquency, the
incidence of crime, the incidence of
teenage pregnancy, of substance abuse,
of teenage suicides, of breakdown in
the moral fiber of our young people and
in our society because of the break-
down of the traditional family.

While gender is used 216 times in a
121 page document, it is never defined.
When several delegates sought to de-
fine gender, their efforts were rebuffed.
Behind the scenes, it became evident
that the meaning of gender had been
expanded to include not just male and
female, but transsexual, bisexual and
homosexual.

A statement released by the UN Sec-
retary General’s office attempting to
clarify some of this controversy only
fuels it. It asserts that ‘‘sex and equal-
ity are absolute concepts’’ and ‘‘a per-
son is born male or female and this is
an unchangeable attribute.’’ Strangely,
however, the Secretary General goes on
to say that

Gender is also a relative concept. Although
many people use the term gender inter-
changeably with sex, the two terms are quite
different. Gender refers to the relationships
between women and men based on socially
defined roles that are assigned to one sex or
the other . . . because the roles change, gen-
der is relative.

I wonder how many Americans con-
sider ‘‘gender’’ to be relative. The defi-
nition of gender is sex, that is male or
female, period. The General Secretar-
iat statement deliberately confuses
roles of men and women with their
identities as men and women. Clearly,
both sexes can serve with equal skill
and dexterity in many roles in our so-
ciety. However, there are other roles—
such as motherhood and fatherhood—
which remain distinct. We should re-
ject outright any attempt to promote a
political agenda based on a concept of
gender which is alien to most Ameri-
cans.

The document makes clear the view-
point that gender roles are all socially
constructed. There are no differences
between the sexes. Empowerment and
advancement of women can only come
when governments take action to en-
sure that men and women are com-
pletely equal in all aspects of life.

Other gender statements in the draft
document clearly promote this posi-
tion. The conference goals would re-
quire gender sensitivity at all levels of
society with direct government in-
volvement. Education must have ‘‘gen-
der awareness’’ Employers must have

gender instruction. All governments
must develop gender sensitive pro-
grams to quote ‘‘end social subordina-
tion of women and girls’’.

Furthermore, the eighty-one calls in
the document for ‘‘gender equality’’
would make 50–50 male-female quotas a
requirement for employment and to re-
ceive funding. President Clinton’s com-
mitment to make the final product of
the conference a reality make this far
more than a theoretical discussion of
policy aims. The ultimate effect of im-
plementing the document will be gov-
ernment dictating radical cultural
changes to the American people.

Senator HUTCHISON’s amendment
would ensure that gender be limited to
only male and female.

I am also deeply concerned that the
document neglects to acknowledge
freedom of conscience or of religion.
Instead, references to religion are cited
as a source of repression for women.
The one mention of women’s spiritual
needs has been bracketed—meaning
subject to deletion in Beijing. The doc-
ument does not call for religious free-
dom for women as you might expect. In
fact, the entire process of preparing for
Beijing seems determined to deny this
fundamental right.

A number of courageous delegates
from other countries were distressed
that their attempts to add and change
language to reflect their views were
met with contempt. These women have
expressed deep reservations about pro-
posals for social change would be con-
trary to the religious views of the citi-
zens of the nations they represented.

Mr. President, earlier Senator DOLE
introduced an amendment which would
cut international conference funds to
participate in the Beijing conference
unless Harry Wu were released. I ap-
plaud his amendment. It reminds us
that there are larger issues which are
at stake. Basic human rights are being
denied to U.S. citizen Harry Wu, as
they are denied to thousands of Chi-
nese.

I frankly find the selection of Beijing
as host of this conference the ultimate
act of hypocrisy. While delegations
from hundreds of countries discuss is-
sues of concern to women, Chinese offi-
cials brutally and cruelly force women
to have abortions and be sterilized to
enforce a one child per family policy.
Our message to Chinese women should
be that Americans find such acts ab-
horrent. Rather, our official participa-
tion at Beijing signals them that we
are not concerned about these violent
acts.

Diane Knippers, of the Project on Re-
ligion and Democracy, stated:

One of the more serious omissions in the
draft Platform is any acknowledgement of
freedom of conscience or religion of women.
Throughout the document, religion is cited
as a source of repression of women. . . . But
nowhere in the 121 pages does the document
call for the religious freedom for women. . . .
We believe that women should have the right
to engage in religious practice, to change
their religion and to propagate their reli-
gious faith, particularly to their children.
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. . . It is outrageous that this conference on
women’s rights is being held in a country
which currently imprisons women for prac-
ticing their faith and forces many to have
abortions.

I strongly support Senator
HUTCHISON’s amendment. It is essential
for the rest of the world to know that
Americans continue to value women in
their roles of mothers, and that we be-
lieve that the traditional family is an
important element to maintain a
strong and healthy culture.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

Mr. DOLE. Has the Senator from
Texas finished?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I had about 2 more
minutes.

Mr. DOLE. The Senator from Texas
had the floor, so I will yield the floor
and then I will ask for the floor on the
completion of her remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
will just finish. I think the Senator
from Indiana said very well exactly
what this amendment would do. It ex-
presses a sense of the Senate that our
delegates from America should rep-
resent our American values, and the
importance that we place on the family
and on the role of motherhood. I think
it is very important that we recognize
that we have new experiences avail-
able, new opportunities for women that
have come along in the last few years.
But these continuing changes in our
society have never diminished the
unique and important value of mater-
nal care-giving. And our amendment
just says very clearly that, if we have
delegates to this conference, they
should express these views.

I hope our colleagues will agree to
this amendment. It is a sense of the
Senate. I think it is very simple and
straightforward. It really is the moth-
erhood amendment, and I hope no one
would choose to vote against it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Republican leader.

f

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I send a
cloture motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on S. 908, the
State Department Reorganization bill.

Bob Dole, Jesse Helms, John McCain,
Fred Thompson, Olympia Snowe, Jim
Inhofe, Lauch Faircloth, Spence Abra-
ham, Trent Lott, Strom Thurmond,
Larry E. Craig, Don Nickles, Mitch
McConnell, Bob Smith, John Ashcroft,
Nancy Landon Kassebaum.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent there now be a period
for the transaction of routine morning
business with Senators permitted to
speak for up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 3:01 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bill, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 1103. An act entitled, ‘‘Amendments
to the Perishable Agricultural Commodities
Act, 1930.’’

At 4:27 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bill, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 2017. An act to authorize an increased
Federal share of the costs of certain trans-
portation projects in the District of Colum-
bia for fiscal years 1995 and 1996, and for
other purposes.

f

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bill was read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated:

H.R. 1103. An act entitled, ‘‘Amendments
to the Perishable Agricultural Commodities
Act, 1930’’; to the Committee on Agriculture,
Nutrition, and Forestry.

f

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following measure was read the
first and second times by unanimous
consent and placed on the calendar:

H.R. 2017. An act to authorize an increased
Federal share of the costs of certain trans-
portation projects in the District of Colum-
bia for fiscal years 1995 and 1996, and for
other purposes.

f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. BIDEN:
S. 1094. A bill to amend the Federal Rules

of Evidence relating to character evidence in
sexual misconduct cases, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN: (for himself, Mr.
ROTH, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr.
D’AMATO, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr.
BREAUX, Mr. HATCH, and Mr. PRYOR):

S. 1095. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to extend permanently the
exclusion for educational assistance provided
by employers to employees; to the Commit-
tee on Finance.

By Mr. D’AMATO:
S. 1096. A bill to amend the Immigration

and Nationality Act to provide that mem-
bers of Hamas (commonly known as the Is-

lamic Resistance Movement) be considered
to be engaged in a terrorist activity and in-
eligible to receive visas and excluded from
admission into the United States; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HATFIELD (for himself and Mr.
PACKWOOD):

S. 1097. A bill to designate the Federal
building located at 1550 Dewey Avenue,
Baker City, Oregon, as the ‘‘David J. Wheel-
er Federal Building’’, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works.

By Mr. HELMS (for himself and Mr.
DOLE):

S. 1098. A bill to establish the Midway Is-
lands as a National Memorial, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. BIDEN:
S. 1094. A bill to amend the Federal

Rules of Evidence relating to character
evidence in sexual misconduct cases,
and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

RULE OF EVIDENCE LEGISLATION

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I am in-
troducing a bill today that I do not
much like. It involves the so-called
Dole-Molinari rules of evidence which
the Congress included last year in the
1994 crime law. This provision made a
radical change in the Federal Rules of
Evidence. It took the unprecedented—
and in my mind absolutely unwise and
unwarranted—step of allowing un-
proven allegations of prior crimes to be
used against a defendant at trial.

These new rules—which apply in sex-
ual assault and child molestation
cases—were added to the crime law
over my strenuous objections. My ob-
jections were twofold, one substantive
and one procedural. I will detail what I
believe are the serious substantive
problems with the new rules in a mo-
ment. First, I must point out that the
way these rules were adopted by the
Congress contravenes—indeed flaunts—
the procedures we have used, with cer-
tain modifications, since 1948 for mak-
ing alterations in the Federal rules.

I am talking about the Rules Ena-
bling Act. That act allows for a
thoughtful, inclusive process for con-
sidering any changes to the Federal
Rules of Evidence—rules which have
been on the books for many, many
years and which have been relied upon
by judges and litigants in countless
cases. The Enabling Act process gives
the Judicial Conference of the United
States, the organization of America’s
Federal judges, and, ultimately, the
Supreme Court a first cut at any pro-
posed changes. The conference, through
its various committees, solicits the
views of judges, lawyers, and academics
who have studied the rules, worked
with the rules, and identified any prob-
lems with them. The process ensures
that the public is given the chance to
comment about proposed changes, and
guarantees that these comments be
considered by the rule-makers.
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It is at that point—after the careful,

detailed and encompassing review and
drafting efforts of the conference—that
the U.S. Supreme Court makes rec-
ommendations to the Congress for our
acceptance or modification. This mech-
anism is designed to head off unwar-
ranted changes and avoid unintended
consequences. And it ensures that deci-
sions about changes in the rules are
made in a deliberative, cool-headed
way, rather than in the heat of a politi-
cal moment. Passing as we did the
Dole-Molinari rules last year—in a
whirlwind rush to bring crime bill ne-
gotiations to a close—we thumbed our
noses at this most important and wor-
thy process.

I did succeed in structuring the rule
change in the crime law to ensure that
we would have the benefit of the Judi-
ciary’s view, albeit after the fact. The
provision was drafted to delay the im-
plementation of the rules to allow the
Judicial Conference to weigh in on the
issue. This is how it works: The Dole-
Molinari rules will go into effect unless
we in the Congress repeal them out-
right or adopt the Judicial Conference
recommendations.

I, for one, would prefer a complete re-
peal. And, I may point out, the Judicial
Conference agrees with me. The Judi-
cial Conference itself unanimously
voted to oppose the new rules. They
have called on us to reconsider our ac-
tions and change our minds. They, too,
favor a repeal. But they are also prag-
matic. So they have sent over a pro-
posal—a most modest of proposals, in
my view—to make the rules clearer,
cleaner, and a little bit fairer. I am
pragmatic as well, and I know that I
stand no chance of having the rules re-
pealed, so I am introducing the Judi-
cial Conference recommendations
today.

But before we discuss these modest
recommendations, I would like to take
a minute to talk about the Dole-Mol-
inari rules, and why I believe they are
such a bad idea. Here is the way these
rules will work. A defendant is on trial
for sexual assault. He claims he did not
do it. He says that the complaining
witness has fingered the wrong man.
Under the Dole-Molinari rules, the
prosecutor in this case will be able to
go out and rummage around for any
witness who will testify that, some
long and blurry time ago, the defend-
ant was sexually aggressive toward
her.

It will not matter that this alleged
prior event happened some 20 years
ago. It won’t matter that the woman
never reported the incident to the po-
lice. It will not matter that the defend-
ant was never charged or convicted of
the crime. It won’t matter that the evi-
dence is highly unreliable.

No, none of that will matter. The
only thing that will matter to the jury,
when it hears this sort of evidence, is
that this guy is bad news. And the jury
will be able to make the following leap
of logic: ‘‘Well, since he did it once, he
probably did it again.’’ Jurors will also

be able to say to themselves something
like this: ‘‘I’m not so sure he commit-
ted this particular crime that he’s now
charged with. But he’s a bad guy—he
hurt that other women, so it’s OK for
me to convict him today—he has it
coming.’’

But wait a minute. It is a cardinal
tenet of Anglo-Saxon criminal juris-
prudence that the prosecution must
prove that the accused committed the
specific crime for which he now stands
accused—not some other bad act and
not merely that he is a lousy or wicked
person. Or put another way: an accused
must be tried for what he did—not for
who he is.

Over 100 years ago, the Supreme
Court in the case of Boyd versus United
States, underscored the importance of
the rule against character or propen-
sity evidence. In that robbery case, the
court said that evidence of earlier rob-
beries—

Only tended to prejudice the defendants
with the jurors—to draw their minds away
from the real issue, and to produce the im-
pression that they were wretches whose lives
were of no value to the community.

Let us be honest about this. The
whole point of these new rules is to in-
crease the number of convictions in
sexual assault and child abuse cases.
And I believe, without a doubt, that
they will do just that. But at the risk
of stating what should be obvious:
More convictions are not necessarily a
good thing. What we want is more con-
victions of the guilty. If any of those
who are convicted under the new rules
are actually innocent—and I believe
that this is precisely the danger at
hand—there is cause only for horror,
not celebration.

As Professor Wigmore—one of the
preeminent evidence gurus of all
time—has said about this sort of evi-
dence: It is the natural tendency of the
jury to give the evidence excessive
weight—and either to allow it to bear
too strongly on the present charge, or
to see it as justifying a condemnation,
irrespective of the accused’s guilt of
the present charge. This type of evi-
dence has less to do—in my view—with
the search for the truth, than with a
blind desire for vengeance.

Now remember, I’m the guy who au-
thored the Violence Against Women
Act. It has been my crusade for the
past 4 years to have violence against
women taken seriously. I have in-
creased the penalties for rape. I have
talked to anyone who will listen about
the epidemic of violence against
women, and about our obligation—our
urgent obligation—to put a stop to it
now. I devoted an entire Judiciary
Committee report to how the criminal
justice system is not aggressive enough
in its pursuit of rapists and other
criminals who make women their tar-
gets. I, too, want to see more rapists
and child abusers put behind bars. But
not at the price of fairness. And not at
the expense of what we know in our
hearts to be right and just.

And let me clear up one more matter.
Evidence of prior uncharged crimes is

admitted into evidence frequently. But
it is admitted for a legitimate pur-
pose—to help prove, for instance, a pat-
tern of conduct, preparation, identity,
plan, intent, or purpose. What we’re
talking about here is admitting evi-
dence for what in my view—and which
for hundreds of years has been consid-
ered—a patently illegitimate purpose.

But that’s where we are. And the bill
I’m introducing today—the Judicial
Conference recommendations—doesn’t
change that. Like the Dole-Molinari
rules, the Judicial Conference proposal
makes a dramatic aboutface from cur-
rent practice—and allows for the intro-
duction of propensity or character evi-
dence in sexual assault and child mo-
lestation cases.

But the Judicial Conference did
make a few very modest changes—
which the conference itself describes
only as correcting ambiguities and pos-
sible constitutional infirmities while
still giving effect to Congress’ intent.
Indeed, this proposal is so modest—and
is so in keeping with the intent of the
original rules’ sponsors—that I will be
very interested to hear what possible
substantive objections anyone could
have about them.

Here are the changes proposed by the
Judicial Conference:

The proposal makes it clear that the
rules are subject to the other Rules of
Evidence. This is totally
unremarkable. As everyone knows, all
evidence introduced under a particular
rule is subject to the other rules—like
the rule against hearsay, and the rules
allowing judges to balance the preju-
dicial impact of evidence against its
probative value.

What is remarkable is that the Dole-
Molinari rules were drafted in such a
way as to seem mandatory—they could
be read to require a judge to admit the
evidence, regardless of whether its
prejudice outweighs its probative
value, and regardless of whether any
other rule would be violated.

That would be wholly unprecedented.
The rewrite simply makes it clear that
these new rules will work just like all
the others. And let me add: The spon-
sors of the new rules have consistently
maintained that the rules are not
meant to be mandatory rules of admis-
sion, and that the general standards of
the Rules of Evidence will apply. This
proposal by the Judicial Conference
simply makes clear what the sponsors
of the rules have forthrightly said is
their intention.

The proposal itemizes the different
factors that a judge should weigh in de-
ciding whether to admit the evidence.
Again, this is an unremarkable idea. It
merely gives judges, who are having to
completely change how they look at
this evidence, some guidance.

It tells them: When you’re deciding
what to do about this evidence, here
are some signposts to consider—like
when the uncharged act took place; its
similarity to the charged misconduct;
the surrounding circumstances; and
any relevant intervening events.
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Again, there is nothing in this idea—
simply to give judges some guidance—
which would rub against the grain of
the sponsors’ intentions.

The Judicial Conference proposal
would also allow the defendant to use
similar evidence in rebuttal. The Dole-
Molinari rules, as currently drafted,
are unbalanced: under the rules, a de-
fendant can’t, in rebuttal, use prior
specific instances of conduct to prove
that he did not have a propensity to
commit the charged crime.

Say, for example, a child testifies
under the new rule that his father, the
defendant, sexually assaulted him 5
years ago. The father can’t put his
other kids on the stand to say that he
had not assaulted them—to help show
that he does not have a propensity to
assault children. The Judicial Con-
ference proposal simply gives the de-
fendant the same evidentiary rights as
the prosecution.

The Judicial Conference proposal
also makes a number of small minor
changes. It consolidates the new rules
into one—this is simply a clearer,
cleaner drafting approach. The pro-
posal also streamlines the definitions—
without making any substantive
changes—and makes the notice provi-
sions a bit more flexible, and more in
keeping with other notice and discov-
ery provisions elsewhere in the rules.

As is by now clear, this is a very un-
assuming proposal. It allows for the in-
troduction of propensity evidence. It
doesn’t require that the prior bad act
have resulted in a conviction, or even
that it have been the subject of a com-
plaint or charge. It doesn’t even re-
quire that the evidence of the prior un-
charged act be particularly reliable.

In fact, had this rule been proposed
last year, I would have opposed it. I
would have opposed it because I believe
that propensity or character evidence
should not be admitted into trial. Pe-
riod. But I can count. And I know that
I’m nearly alone on this one. That is
why I am introducing this bill—the Ju-
dicial Conference recommendations—
which only make a handful of modest,
but important changes to make the bill
clearer and a little bit fairer. I urge my
colleagues to support this measure.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1094
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. CHARACTER EVIDENCE IN SEXUAL

MISCONDUCT CASES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Rule 404(a) of the Fed-

eral Rules of Evidence is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following:

‘‘(4) CHARACTER IN SEXUAL MISCONDUCT
CASES.—(A) Evidence of another act of sexual
assault or child molestation, or evidence to
rebut such proof or an inference therefrom, if
that evidence is otherwise admissible under
these rules, in a criminal case in which the
accused is charged with sexual assault or

child molestation, or in a civil case in which
a claim is predicated on a party’s alleged
commission of sexual assault or child moles-
tation.

‘‘(B) In weighing the probative value of
such evidence, the court may, as part of its
rule 403 determination, consider—

‘‘(i) proximity in time to the charged or
predicate misconduct;

‘‘(ii) similarity to the charged or predicate
misconduct;

‘‘(iii) frequency of the other acts;
‘‘(iv) surrounding circumstances;
‘‘(v) relevant intervening events; and
‘‘(vi) other relevant similarities or dif-

ferences.
‘‘(C) In a criminal case in which the pros-

ecution intends to offer evidence under this
subdivision, it must disclose the evidence,
including statements of witnesses or a sum-
mary of the substance of any testimony, at a
reasonable time in advance of trial, or dur-
ing trial if the court excuses pretrial notice
on good cause shown.

‘‘(D) For purposes of this subdivision—
‘‘(i) ‘sexual assault’ means conduct, or an

attempt or conspiracy to engage in conduct,
of the type proscribed by chapter 109A of
title 18, United States Code, or conduct that
involved deriving sexual pleasure or gratifi-
cation from inflicting death, bodily injury,
or physical pain on another person irrespec-
tive of the age of the victim, regardless of
whether that conduct would have subjected
the actor to Federal jurisdiction; and

‘‘(ii) ‘child molestation’ means conduct, or
an attempt or conspiracy to engage in con-
duct, of the type proscribed by chapter 110 of
title 18, United States Code, or conduct,
committed in relation to a child below the
age of 14 years, either of the type proscribed
by chapter 109A of title 18, United States
Code, or that involved deriving sexual pleas-
ure or gratification from inflicting death,
bodily injury, or physical pain on another
person, regardless of whether that conduct
would have subjected the actor to Federal ju-
risdiction.’’.

(2) The first sentence of rule 404(b) of the
Federal Rules of Evidence is amended by in-
serting ‘‘except as provided in subdivision
(a)’’ after ‘‘therewith’’.

(b) METHODS OF PROVING CHARACTER.—Rule
405 of the Federal Rules of Evidence is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a) by inserting before the
period in the first sentence ‘‘except as pro-
vided in subdivision (c) of this rule’’; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing:

‘‘(c) PROOF IN SEXUAL MISCONDUCT CASES.—
In a case in which evidence is offered under
rule 404(a)(4), proof may be made by specific
instances of conduct, testimony as to reputa-
tion, or testimony in the form of an opinion,
except that the prosecution or claimant may
offer reputation or opinion testimony only
after the opposing party has offered such tes-
timony.’’.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself,
Mr. ROTH, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr.
BAUCUS, Mr. D’AMATO, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. BREAUX, Mr.
HATCH, and Mr. PRYOR):

S. 1095. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to extend perma-
nently the exclusion for educational
assistance provided by employers to
employees; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.
THE EMPLOYEE EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE ACT

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise
today, on my own behalf and on behalf
of Senators ROTH, MURRAY, BAUCUS,
D’AMATO, GRASSLEY, BREAUX, HATCH,

and PRYOR, to introduce legislation
that will reinstate and make perma-
nent the tax exclusion for employer-
provided educational assistance under
section 127 of the Internal Revenue
Code. This bill ensures that employees
will be able to continue to receive up
to $5,250 annually in tuition reimburse-
ments or similar educational benefits
from their employers on a tax-free
basis.

First enacted in 1978, section 127 has
enabled over 7 million working men
and women to advance their education
and improve their job skills, without
incurring additional income tax liabil-
ities and a reduction in take-home pay.
Without this provision, an employee
would owe taxes on the value of any
educational benefits provided by an
employer that do not directly relate to
his or her current job. For example, a
clerical worker pursuing a college di-
ploma who earns $21,000 annually, and
who receives tuition reimbursement for
two semesters of night courses—worth
approximately $4,000—would owe addi-
tional Federal income and payroll
taxes of $1,200 on this educational as-
sistance. The effects are even more se-
vere if he or she lives in a State that
uses the Federal definition of income
for State tax purposes.

It is shortsighted to impose such a
tax burden on employees seeking to
further their education. For many low-
and moderate-income employees, this
cut in take-home pay is simply prohib-
itive, preventing them from enrolling
in courses that would upgrade their job
skills and improve their future career
prospects. Without this investment in
our employees’ education, the ability
of our work force to compete in the
global economy erodes. By removing
the requirement that educational as-
sistance be job related in order to be
tax-free, section 127 eliminates a tax
burden on workers seeking to further
their education and improve their ca-
reer prospects.

Moreover, section 127 removes a tax
bias against lesser-skilled workers. The
tax bias arises because lesser-skilled
workers have greater difficulty proving
educational expenses are directly relat-
ed to their current jobs due to their
narrower job descriptions. Therefore,
absent section 127, such lesser-skilled
workers are more likely to owe taxes
on employer-provided educational ben-
efits than are higher-skilled, more sen-
ior workers.

Congress has never quite found suffi-
cient revenue to enact section 127 on a
permanent basis, opting instead for
temporary exclusions. Since 1978, there
have been 7 extensions of this provi-
sion. Most recently, the Omnibus Rec-
onciliation Act of 1993 provided for an
extension of section 127 through De-
cember 31, 1994. The exclusion has once
again expired.

I hope that Congress will recognize
the importance of this provision, and
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enact it permanently. Temporary ex-
tensions create great practical difficul-
ties for the intended beneficiaries. Em-
ployees cannot plan sensibly for their
educational goals, not knowing the ex-
tent to which accepting educational as-
sistance may reduce their take-home
pay. As for employers, the fits and
starts of the legislative history of sec-
tion 127 have been a serious adminis-
trative nuisance. If section 127 is in
force, then there is no need to withhold
taxes on educational benefits provided;
if not, the job-relatedness of the edu-
cational assistance must be
ascertained, a value assigned, and
withholding adjusted accordingly. Un-
certainty about the program’s continu-
ance magnifies this burden, and dis-
courages employers from providing
educational benefits. The legislation
that I introduce today would restore
certainty to section 127 by extending it
retroactively, to the beginning of this
year, and then maintaining it on a per-
manent basis.

Mr. President, my previous efforts to
extend this provision have enjoyed
wide, bipartisan support. Encouraging
workers to further their education and
to improve their job skills is an impor-
tant national priority, crucial for pre-
serving our competitive position in the
global economy. Permitting employees
to receive educational assistance on a
tax-free basis, without incurring sig-
nificant cuts in take-home pay, is a
demonstrated, cost-effective means for
achieving these objectives.

Employee educational assistance is
not an extravagant, free benefit for
highly paid executives. It largely bene-
fits low- and moderate-income employ-
ees seeking access to higher education
and further job training. A survey un-
dertaken by Coopers & Lybrand indi-
cated that over 70 percent of recipients
of section 127 benefits in 1986 earned
less than $30,000. In fact, lower-income
employees are more likely to partici-
pate in educational assistance pro-
grams than those at the higher end of
the income scale. Employees making
less than $30,000 participate at a much
higher rate than those making above
that income, and participation rates
decline as salary levels increase. More-
over, employees making less than
$15,000 participate at almost twice the
rate of those who earn over $50,000.

Further, section 127 makes an impor-
tant contribution to simplicity in the
Tax Code. Without it, employers and
the IRS would be required to deter-
mine, on a case-by-case basis, which
employer-provided educational benefits
are sufficiently related to the job to
avoid treatment as taxable income.

Today, American workers are the
most productive in the industrialized
and developing world. Yet pressures
from international competition and the
pace of technological changes require
continual adjustment by our work
force. Retraining will thus be nec-
essary to maintain and strengthen
American industry’s competitive posi-
tion in the global economy. Section 127

permits employees to adapt and retrain
without incurring additional tax liabil-
ities and a reduction in take-home pay.
By removing the tax burden from
workers seeking retraining, section 127
enables employees displaced by foreign
competition or technological change to
learn new job skills.

Finally, section 127 has also helped to
improve the quality of America’s pub-
lic education system, at a fraction of
the cost of direct-aid programs. It has
enabled thousands of public school-
teachers to obtain advanced degrees,
augmenting the quality of instruction
in our schools. A survey by the Na-
tional Education Association a few
years ago found that almost half of all
American public school systems pro-
vide tuition assistance to teachers
seeking advanced training and degrees.
The Tax Code should not impose obsta-
cles to this kind of shared effort to-
ward improvement. This legislation, by
making section 127 permanent, will en-
sure that it does not.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1095
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. PERMANENT EXTENSION OF EDU-

CATIONAL ASSISTANCE EXCLUSION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 127 of the Inter-

nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to exclu-
sion for educational assistance programs) is
amended by striking subsection (d) and by
redesignating subsection (e) as subsection
(d).

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1994.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, we’ve all
heard the axiom that the cultivation of
the mind is the secret to a happy and
productive life. Education not only
provides untold benefits to the individ-
ual, but to society as a whole. In fact,
the worth of education is increasing.

In 1980, a male college graduate made
about 30 percent more than a male high
school graduate. By 1988, he made
about 60 percent more. In just 8 years,
the premium for a college degree dou-
bled—in comparison with a high school
diploma.

On a social level, education is fun-
damental to the future well-being and
competitiveness of America. Not only
are well-educated men and women able
to make greater contributions to our
economy, but they make unquanti-
fiable contributions to business, aca-
demia, and agriculture, as well as to
our technical and communications re-
sources.

The irony, Mr. President, is that
while the value of higher education is
increasing, the confidence of Ameri-
cans to receive a higher education is
declining. Polls shows that our coun-
trymen are less and less optimistic
about their ability to receive higher
education. A full 55 percent think pay-

ing for college is more difficult now
that it was 10 years ago, and 66 percent
say it will be even more difficult 10
years now. Sixty percent believe even
qualified people can’t afford college.

The solution? Eighty percent of those
polled say the best solution is to have
financial support provided through
work opportunities. This compares to
43 percent who call for more direct
grants to students and even 62 percent
for those who want more money for
student loans.

The legislation I am cosponsoring
today with Senator MOYNIHAN, is a wel-
comed and needed measure to encour-
age and assist employers to provide
educational opportunities for their em-
ployees. What we seek to do with this
legislation is permanently extend the
exclusion for employer provided edu-
cational assistance. The exclusion, sec-
tion 127, expired on December 31, 1994—
7 months ago—and unless it is ex-
tended, employees will be taxed on
their education benefits. They will owe
both Federal and FICA taxes on the as-
sistance they have received.

Mr. President, section 127 is legisla-
tion that has been approved before. We
know that it is needed—that it is im-
portant. Congress has passed it in an
effort to increase the participation of
employers in assisting in the education
of their employees. Under previous con-
gressional action, tax-free benefits
were made available for employees who
wanted to improve their knowledge and
skill in job-related studies. Beyond
this, the law also allowed employees to
participate in other studies. The only
exclusions involved education in
sports, games and hobbies, unless those
studies were directly associated with
their employment needs or were part of
an overall degree program.

Congress has already established the
need for section 127 and provided the
legislation. What Senator MOYNIHAN
and I are doing now is simply making
it permanent. Our bill will allow em-
ployees to permanently receive up to
$5,250 annually in undergraduate tui-
tion or similar educational benefits
from their employers on a tax-free
basis. It will be effective retroactively,
going back to January 1, 1995—thus
taking care of the 7 months that have
lapsed since section 127 expired.

I encourage my colleagues to join
Senator MOYNIHAN and me in passing
this bill, reminding them of the impor-
tance of education as it pertains to the
future of America. As Daniel Webster
said when he stood on the Senate floor
many years ago:

If we work marble, it will perish; if we
work upon brass, time will efface it; if we
rear temples, they will crumble into dust;
but if we work upon immortal minds . . . we
are then engraving upon tablets which no
time will efface, but will brighten and
brighten to all eternity.

By Mr. D’AMATO:
S. 1096. A bill to amend the Immigra-

tion and Nationality Act to provide
that members of Hamas (commonly
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known as the Islamic Resistance Move-
ment) be considered to be engaged in a
terrorist activity and ineligible to re-
ceive visas and excluded from admis-
sion into the United States; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

THE HAMAS EXCLUSION ACT OF 1995

∑ Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I in-
troduce the Hamas Exclusion Act of
1995. This bill was introduced in 1993, in
conjunction with Representative
PETER DEUTSCH in the House. I am in-
troducing it again this year because of
Hamas’ continued role in disruption of
the peace process as well as the recent
detention of Mousa Mohamed Abu
Marzook at JFK Airport in New York.

Hamas continues to use terrorism as
a tool to disrupt the peace process. In
doing so, it continues to kill innocent
Israelis without concern for life. Be-
tween April 1994 and July 1995, Hamas
has conducted at least 8 suicide bomb-
ings against Israeli targets, killing at
least 52 people. This is murder plain
and simple.

When U.S. immigration officials de-
tained Marzook at JFK last week, they
detained a man who held a place on the
U.S. terrorism watchlist and according
to the INS, is an ‘‘excludable alien
based on his participation in terrorist
activities.’’

I applaud President Clinton’s recent
actions against terrorism, especially
his Executive orders against terrorist
fundraising in the United States and
the total embargo on trade with Iran
for which I pushed. This latest action
signals that the United States can no
longer act as a haven for those who be-
long to terrorist organizations whose
only wish is to kill and maim.

My bill is simple. It states that an
alien who is an officer, official, rep-
resentative, or spokesman of Hamas, is
considered to be engaged in terrorist
activity and therefore eligible to be ex-
cludable under the immigration stat-
utes.

There can be no toleration of the ac-
tions of Hamas and groups like it, nor
can we allow these groups to operate in
the United States. While this bill is not
the panacea, it will act to keep one
group out. I urge my colleagues to join
me in sending this strong message by
cosponsoring this legislation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1096
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. TERRORIST ACTIVITIES.

Section 212(a)(3)(B)(i) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(3)(B)(i))
is amended by adding at the end ‘‘An alien
who is an officer, official, representative, or
spokesman of Hamas (commonly known as
the Islamic Resistance Movement) is consid-
ered, for purposes of this Act, to be engaged
in a terrorist activity.’’.∑

By Mr. HATFIELD (for himself
and Mr. PACKWOOD):

S. 1097. A bill to designate the Fed-
eral building located at 1550 Dewey Av-
enue, Baker City, OR, as the ‘‘David J.
Wheeler Federal Building,’’ and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works.
THE DAVID J. WHEELER FEDERAL BUILDING ACT

OF 1995

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, it is
my honor to propose the designation of
the Federal building in Baker City, OR,
as the David J. Wheeler Federal Build-
ing.

Mr. David J. Wheeler was an out-
standing citizen until his life came to a
tragic end on April 26, 1995. Mr. Wheel-
er, a U.S. Forest Service engineer
working the Wallowa-Whitman Na-
tional Forest, was brutally murdered
by two juveniles while on assignment
in the Payette National Forest in
Idaho. Mr. Wheeler’s death has had a
tremendous impact on the entire com-
munity in Baker City because he was
an active civic leader involved in and
committed to his hometown.

A true altruist, Mr. Wheeler was a
member of the Baker City Rotary Club
and was the president-elect at the time
of his death. Mr. Wheeler volunteered
as a coach at the local YMCA. In 1994
the Baker County Chamber of Com-
merce selected Mr. Wheeler as the
Baker County Father of the Year.
These honors are a clear illustration of
the model citizen Mr. Wheeler was in
his community.

The Federal building in Baker City is
currently unnamed and houses the U.S.
Post Office, Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, and the U.S. Forest Service. To
designate this building as the David J.
Wheeler Federal Building is a tribute
to an extraordinary American and will
commemorate the contributions Mr.
Wheeler selflessly provided to his com-
munity.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, on
April 26 of this year, the life of my fel-
low Oregonian, David Jack Wheeler,
was snuffed out. He was murdered
while working in the Wallowa-Whit-
man forest that he loved. David was an
employee of the U.S. Forest Service,
and he was an exemplary citizen of
Baker City, OR. David was well-re-
garded in the community of Baker City
because he was one of those individuals
who didn’t stop at just holding down a
job and caring for a family. He gave
back to his community. David worked
to provide access for everyone to rec-
reational and administrative facilities
within the forest. He was a mentor and
counselor to his coworkers. Because of
this his community, friends, family,
and employer would like to honor him
by designating the Federal building lo-
cated in Baker City as the David J.
Wheeler Federal Building. I agree with
these good people in this effort and so
have sponsored a bill to make this hap-
pen. Folks in Baker City are right to
honor David in this way. He gave so
much to his community and this is a
small thing to ask in return.

By Mr. HELMS (for himself and
Mr. DOLE):

S. 1098. A bill to establish the Mid-
way Islands as a National Memorial,
and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

THE BATTLE OF MIDWAY NATIONAL MEMORIAL
ACT

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, in less
than a month, ceremonies in Hawaii
will commemorate the United States
victory over Japan and the end of
World War II. The American people
were devastated by the December 7,
1941, Japanese surprise attack on Pearl
Harbor—undoubtedly, one of the most
disastrous defeats in United States his-
tory. Victory at the Battle of Midway
was a key element to the recovery of
the United States Armed Forces and
the ultimate victory on Japan.

Historians rank Midway as one of the
most decisive naval battles of all time.
It is only fitting, in my judgment, that
American heroes of the Battle of Mid-
way be given due recognition, and that
is why the Battle of Midway National
Memorial Act is so important.

Mr. President, if approved, this bill
will: First, establish the Midway Is-
lands as a National War Memorial; sec-
ond, protect the historic structures as-
sociated with the Battle of Midway;
and three, protect the surrounding en-
virons, without cost to the taxpayers.
The bill provides that the memorial be
funded from revenues earned from pri-
vate sector entities currently operat-
ing at the airstrip and the port facili-
ties on Midway.

Historic victories such as Midway,
Gettysburg, Yorktown, and Normandy
are remembered by memorializing the
hallowed ground upon which American
blood was shed. The Midway Islands,
and the surrounding seas where so
many American lives were sacrificed,
deserve to be memorialized as well.

Mr. President, during the month of
June 1942, a badly outnumbered Amer-
ican naval force, consisting of 29 ships
and other units of the Armed Forces,
under the overall command of Adm.
Chester W. Nimitz, outmaneuvered and
out-fought 350 ships of the combined
Japanese Imperial Fleet. The objec-
tives of the Japanese high command
were to occupy the Midway Islands and
destroy the United States Pacific
Fleet, but the forces under the com-
mand of Admiral Nimitz completely
thwarted Japanese strategy. Victory at
Midway was the turning point in the
Pacific Theater.

The outcome of the conflict, Mr.
President, was remarkable given the
fact that U.S. Forces were so badly
outnumbered. The United States lost
163 aircraft compared to 286 Japanese
aircraft lost. One American aircraft
carrier, the U.S.S. Yorktown, and one
destroyer, the U.S.S. Humman were de-
stroyed. On the other hand, the Japa-
nese Imperial Navy lost five ships, four
of the ships being the Imperial Navy’s
main aircraft carriers. Almost as dev-
astating was the loss of most of the ex-
perienced Japanese pilots. At the end
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of the day, 307 Americans had lost their
lives. The Japanese navy lost 2,500
men.

So severe was the damage inflicted
on the Imperial Japanese Navy by
American airmen and sailors, that
Japan never again was able to take the
offensive against the United States or
Allied forces.

Mr. President, victory over the Japa-
nese was achieved, of course, by men
and women from all the United States
Armed Forces. Certainly at Midway,
elements of each services—Navy, Ma-
rines, and U.S. Army Air Corps—were
heavily engaged, closely coordinated,
and paid a high price for their bravery.
The Midway Islands should be memori-
alized to honor the courageous efforts
of all the services when they were
called upon to defend our Nation and
its interests.

The heroism of many of American
servicemen at Midway often required
the ultimate sacrifice. Many of the Ma-
rine pilots, flying worn out and inferior
planes, did not live to celebrate the
victory at Midway. All but five tor-
pedo-plane pilots who attacked the
Japanese aircraft carrier task force—
without protective air cover—were
shot down. These pilots undoubtedly
knew they were flying to an all but
certain death.

But the sacrifice of these brave
Americans was not in vain, Mr. Presi-
dent. When the battle ended, four Japa-
nese aircraft carriers were sent to the
bottom of the Pacific Ocean, and their
highly experienced pilots were lost.
Japanese naval aviation never recov-
ered from this crippling blow, and the
rest, as they say, is history.

Mr. President, the sacrifice and hero-
ism of these men should never be for-
gotten—it is vital that our sons and
daughters never forget what their fa-
thers and grandfathers sacrificed for
freedom. The Battle of Midway should
be memorialized for all time, on the
Midway Islands, on behalf of a grateful
Nation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter from four gallant
Americans, each of whom was a hero of
the Battle of Midway—Lt. Com. Rich-
ard H. Best, Capt. Robert M. Elder,
Cap. Jack H. Reid, and Maj. J. Douglas
Rollow—regarding the Midway Islands
National Memorial Act, be printed in
the RECORD.

Mr. President, I am grateful to these
fine Americans for their service at the
Battle of Midway and for their dili-
gence in putting together this bill. I
certainly commend other distinguished
Americans for their contributions to
this effort, including Dr. James
D’Angelo, Adm. Tom Moorer, Adm.
Whitey Feightner, Capt. Gordon Mur-
ray, Vice Adm. James Flatley III, Vice
Adm. William Houser, William Rollow,
and Anthony Harrigan.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD as follows:

INTERNATIONAL MIDWAY
MEMORIAL FOUNDATION, INC.,

Rockville, MD, May 30, 1995.
DEAR SENATOR HELMS: Please take a few

minutes to read this letter to you from us,
some of the survivors of the Battle of Mid-
way. We seek nothing for ourselves—only for
our Country.

Few battles in World War II were as piv-
otal as the Battle of Midway in 1942. Al-
though the Battle of Britain and Stalingrad
turned the course of the war in Europe, the
Battle of Midway not only turned the course
of the war in the Pacific, but most likely of
the entire war. There the Imperial Japanese
Fleet was defeated by a handful of U.S.
Naval, Marine and Army aviators flying ob-
solescent aircraft. Lives were heroically lost.
Had we not prevailed at Midway, Hawaii
would have been lost, and the Pacific war
fought on our West Coast.

Those of us who served in World War II
have taken for granted that the generations
who succeeded us would know of the enor-
mous cost in lives paid to preserve freedom.
We naively assumed that future generations
would cherish and protect the values for
which so many of our comrades died.

While other nations in the free world made
the remembrance of World War II and the
values it represented an imperative for their
children, sad to say, our nation has not.
Complacency replaced patriotism; revision-
ists replaced historians. Some would even
have our children believe that the United
States was the aggressor—insensitive to
human life—particularly with regard to the
end of the war in the Pacific.

We know the truth—we lived it; but our
children do not. The International Midway
Memorial Foundation believes that one of
the best ways to preserve the teachings of
World War II is to create World War II Na-
tional Historic Battlefields. There our chil-
dren, historians and others interested in that
epic war for freedom can learn first hand, on
site.

We now face the second battle of Midway.
In September 1993, after over 90 years of
stewardship, the United States Navy closed
Midway as an operational base. The United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
has requested that Midway be turned over to
itself primarily for use as a wildlife refuge.

The Foundation opposes the transfer of
Midway to USFWS. Instead, we wish it de-
clared a National Historic Battlefield, and
administered by the U.S. National Park
Service, in accordance with sound multiple
use principles. Interested visitors can then
not only see a beautiful island and its wild-
life, but also learn of the historic battle
fought there.

The Foundation will raise funds to help
provide exhibits and materials to teach those
visitors about the battle. Furthermore, visi-
tors to Midway will generate funds, which in
turn, will reduce if not eliminate the cost to
our taxpayers of maintaining Midway.

In closing, we believe our dead at Midway
deserve something better than a monument
in a wildlife refuge. The few threatened spe-
cies utilizing the Midway Atoll (primarily
the Hawaiian Monk Seal and the Green Sea
Turtle) can be amply protected under the
multiple-use program we espouse.

Please help us. Please support legislation
to create Midway as a National Historic Bat-
tlefield. Let us not lose the second battle of
Midway.

Respectfully yours,
LCDR RICHARD H. BEST,

USN (Ret.).
CAPT. ROBERT M. ELDER,

USN (Ret.).
CAPT. JACK H. REID,

USN (Ret.).
MAJ. J. DOUGLAS ROLLOW,

USMCR (Ret.).

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 304

At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the
name of the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
GLENN] was added as a cosponsor of S.
304, a bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to repeal the transpor-
tation fuels tax applicable to commer-
cial aviation.

S. 448

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. SMITH] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 448, a bill to amend sec-
tion 118 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 to provide for certain exceptions
from rules for determining contribu-
tions in aid of construction, and for
other purposes.

S. 529

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. PRYOR] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 529, a bill to provide, temporarily,
tariff and quota treatment equivalent
to that accorded to members of the
North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA) to Caribbean Basin bene-
ficiary countries.

S. 758

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SHELBY] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 758, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for S
corporation reform, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 794

At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the
name of the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. SIMPSON] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 794, a bill to amend the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act to facilitate the minor use of a pes-
ticide, and for other purposes.

S. 837

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the
names of the Senator from Utah [Mr.
HATCH] and the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. HEFLIN] were added as cosponsors
of S. 837, a bill to require the Secreatry
of the Treasury to mint coins in com-
memoration of the 250th anniversary of
the birth of James Madison.

S. 864

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. BINGAMAN] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 864, a bill to amend title XVIII
of the Social Security Act to provide
for increased medicare reimbursement
for nurse practitioners and clinical
nurse specialists to increase the deliv-
ery of health services in health profes-
sional shortage areas, and for other
purposes.

S. 877

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the
names of the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. BROWN], and the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. HELMS) were added
as cosponsors of S. 877, a bill to amend
section 353 of the Public Health Service
Act to exempt physician office labora-
tories from the clinical laboratories re-
quirements of that section.
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S. 955

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from California
[Mrs. BOXER] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 955, a bill to clarify the scope of
coverage and amount of payment under
the medicare program of items and
services associated with the use in the
furnishing of inpatient hospital serv-
ices of certain medical devices ap-
proved for investigational use.

S. 1083

At the request of Mr. THOMAS, the
name of the Senator from Florida [Mr.
MACK] was added as a cosponsor of S.
1083, a bill to direct the President to
withhold extension of the WTO Agree-
ment to any country that is not com-
plying with its obligations under the
New York Convention, and for other
purposes.

SENATE RESOLUTION 147

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. DODD] was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Resolution 147, a resolution des-
ignating the weeks beginning Septem-
ber 24, 1995, and September 22, 1996, as
‘‘National Historically Black Colleges
and Universities Week,’’ and for other
purposes.

SENATE RESOLUTION 149

At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the
names of the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
SIMON] and the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
HARKIN) were added as cosponsors of
Senate Resolution 149, a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Senate re-
garding the recent announcement by
the Republic of France that it intends
to conduct a series of underground nu-
clear test explosions despite the cur-
rent international moratorium on nu-
clear testing.

f

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

THE FOREIGN RELATIONS
REVITALIZATION ACT OF 1995

MURKOWSKI (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1881

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself, Mr.

MCCAIN, and Mr. HELMS) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
them to the bill (S. 908) to authorize
appropriations for the Department of
State for fiscal years 1996 through 1999
and to abolish the United States Infor-
mation Agency, the United States
Arms Control and Disarmament Agen-
cy, and the Agency for International
Development, and for other purposes;
as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-
ing:
TITLE VII—AUTHORIZATION FOR IMPLE-

MENTATION OF THE AGREED FRAME-
WORK BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES
AND NORTH KOREA

SEC. 701. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Authoriza-

tion for Implementation of the Agreed
Framework Between the United States and
North Korea Act’’.

SEC. 702. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE; STATUTORY
CONSTRUCTION.

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is
to set forth requirements, consistent with
the Agreed Framework, for the United
States implementation of the Agreed Frame-
work.

(b) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this title requires the United States to take
any action which would be inconsistent with
any provision of the Agreed Framework.
SEC. 703. RESTRICTION ON FUNDING.

(a) SUBJECT TO AN AUTHORIZATION OF AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT AND AN APPROPRIATIONS
ACT.—The United States may not exercise
any action under the Agreed Framework
that would require the obligation or expendi-
ture of funds except to the extent and in the
amounts provided in an Act authorizing ap-
propriations and in an appropriations Act.

(b) PROHIBITION.—No funds may be made
available under any provision of law to carry
out activities described in the Agreed
Framework unless the President determines
and certifies to Congress that North Korea is
in full compliance with the terms of the
Agreed Framework.
SEC. 704. NORMALIZATION OF DIPLOMATIC RELA-

TIONS.
None of the funds made available to carry

out any program, project, or activity funded
under any provision of law may be used to
maintain relations with North Korea at the
ambassadorial level unless North Korea has
satisfied the IAEA safeguards requirement
described in section 707, the additional re-
quirements set forth in section 708, and the
nuclear nonproliferation requirements of
section 709.
SEC. 705. NORMALIZATION OF ECONOMIC RELA-

TIONS.
(a) RESTRICTION ON TERMINATION OF ECO-

NOMIC EMBARGO.—The President shall not
terminate the economic embargo of North
Korea until North Korea has satisfied the
IAEA safeguards requirement described in
section 707, the additional requirements set
forth in section 708, and the nuclear non-
proliferation requirements of section 709.

(b) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term ‘‘economic embargo of North
Korea’’ means the regulations of the Depart-
ment of the Treasury restricting trade with
North Korea under section 5(b) of the Trad-
ing With the Enemy Act (50 U.S.C. App. 5(b)).
SEC. 706. RESTRICTION ON PETROLEUM SHIP-

MENTS.
(a) RESTRICTION.—If North Korea does not

satisfy the IAEA safeguards requirement de-
scribed in section 707, or if North Korea di-
verts heavy oil for purposes not specified in
the Agreed Framework, then—

(1) no additional heavy oil may be exported
to North Korea if such oil is subject to the
jurisdiction of the United States, or is ex-
ported by a person subject to the jurisdiction
of the United States;

(2) the United States shall immediately
cease any direct or indirect support for any
exports of heavy oil to North Korea; and

(3) the President shall take steps to termi-
nate the export to North Korea of heavy oil
by all other countries in the international
consortium to finance and supply a light-
water reactor in North Korea.

(b) ENFORCEMENT.—Whoever violates sub-
section (a)(1) having the requisite knowledge
described in section 11 of the Export Admin-
istration Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. App. 2410)
shall be subject to the same penalties as are
provided in that section for violations of
that Act.
SEC. 707. IAEA SAFEGUARDS REQUIREMENT.

The requirement of this section is satisfied
when the President determines and certifies
to the appropriate congressional committees
that North Korea is in full compliance with

its safeguards agreement with the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency (INFCIRC/
403), in accordance with part IV (3) of the
Agreed Framework, as determined by the
Agency after—

(1) conducting special inspections of the
two suspected nuclear waste sites at the
Yongbyon nuclear complex; and

(2) conducting such other inspections in
North Korea as may be deemed necessary by
the Agency.
SEC. 708. ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.

The additional requirements referred to in
sections 704 and 705 are the following, as de-
termined and certified by the President to
the appropriate congressional committees:

(1) That progress has been made in talks
between North Korea and the Republic of
Korea, including implementation of con-
fidence-building measures by North Korea as
well as other concrete steps to reduce ten-
sions.

(2) That the United States and North Korea
have established a process for returning the
remains of United States military personnel
who are listed as missing in action (MIAs)
during the Korean conflict between 1950 and
1953, including field activities conducted
jointly by the United States and North
Korea.

(3) That North Korea has issued an official
statement forswearing state-sponsored ter-
rorism.

(4) That North Korea has taken positive
steps to demonstrate a greater respect for
internationally recognized human rights.

(5) That North Korea has agreed to control
equipment and technology in accordance
with the criteria and standards set forth in
the Missile Technology Control Regime, as
defined in section 74(2) of the Arms Export
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2797c).
SEC. 709. NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION RE-

QUIREMENTS.
The nuclear nonproliferation requirements

referred to in sections 704 and 705 are the fol-
lowing, as determined and certified by the
President to the appropriate congressional
committees and the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources of the Senate:

(1) All spent fuel from the graphite-mod-
erated nuclear reactors and related facilities
of North Korea have been removed from the
territory of North Korea as is consistent
with the Agreed Framework.

(2) The International Atomic Energy Agen-
cy has conducted any and all inspections
that it deems necessary to fully account for
the stocks of plutonium and other nuclear
materials in North Korea, including special
inspections of suspected nuclear waste sites,
before any nuclear components controlled by
the Nuclear Supplier Group Guidelines are
delivered for a light water reactor for North
Korea.

(3) The dismantlement of all declared
graphite-based nuclear reactors and related
facilities in North Korea, including reproc-
essing units, has been completed in accord-
ance with the Agreed Framework and in a
manner that effectively bars in perpetuity
any reactivation of such reactors and facili-
ties.
SEC. 710. SUSPENSION OF UNITED STATES OBLI-

GATIONS.
The United States shall suspend actions

described in the Agreed Framework if North
Korea reloads its existing 5 megawatt nu-
clear reactor or resumes construction of nu-
clear facilities other than those permitted to
be built under the Agreed Framework.
SEC. 711. WAIVER.

The President may waive the application
of section 707, 708, 709, or 710 if the President
determines, and so notifies in writing the ap-
propriate congressional committees, that to
do so is vital to the security interests of the
United States.
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SEC. 712. CERTIFICATION AND REPORTING RE-

QUIREMENTS.
Beginning 6 months after the date of en-

actment of this Act, and every 6 months
thereafter, the President shall transmit to
the appropriate congressional committees a
report setting forth—

(1) an assessment of the extent of compli-
ance by North Korea with all the provisions
of the Agreed Framework and this title;

(2) a statement of the progress made on
construction of light-water reactors, includ-
ing a statement of all expenditures, direct
and indirect, made by each country partici-
pating in the Korea Energy Development Or-
ganization from the date of signature of the
Agreed Framework to the date of the report;

(3) an estimate of the date by which North
Korea is expected to satisfy the IAEA safe-
guards requirement described in section 707;

(4) a certification by the President that
North Korea has satisfied its IAEA safe-
guards requirement described in section 707,
as determined by the International Atomic
Energy Agency;

(5) a certification by the President that
North Korea is not transferring missiles and
missile technology to Iran;

(6) a description of any new developments
or advances in North Korea’s nuclear weap-
ons program;

(7) a statement of the progress made by the
United States in fulfilling its actions under
the Agreed Framework, including any steps
taken toward normalization of relations
with North Korea;

(8) a statement of any progress made on
dismantlement and destruction of the graph-
ite-moderated nuclear reactors of North
Korea and related facilities;

(9) a description of the steps being taken to
implement the North-South Joint Declara-
tion on the Denuclearization of the Korean
Peninsula;

(10) an assessment of the participation by
North Korea in talks between North Korea
and the Republic of Korea; and

(11) a description of any action taken by
the President under section 706(a)(2).
SEC. 713. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this title:
(1) AGREED FRAMEWORK.—The term

‘‘Agreed Framework’’ means the document
entitled ‘‘Agreed Framework Between the
United States of America and the Demo-
cratic People’s Republic of Korea’’, signed
October 21, 1994, at Geneva, and the attached
Confidential Minute.

(2) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’’ means the Committees on For-
eign Relations and Armed Services of the
Senate and the Committees on International
Relations and National Security of the
House of Representatives.

(3) IAEA SAFEGUARDS.—The term ‘‘IAEA
safeguards’’ means the safeguards set forth
in an agreement between a country and the
International Atomic Energy Agency, as au-
thorized by Article III(A)(5) of the Statute of
the International Atomic Energy Agency.

(4) NORTH KOREA.—The term ‘‘North
Korea’’ means the Democratic People’s Re-
public of Korea, including any agency or in-
strumentality thereof.

(5) SPECIAL INSPECTIONS.—The term ‘‘spe-
cial inspections’’ means special inspections
conducted by the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency pursuant to an IAEA safeguards
agreement.

HUTCHISON (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1882

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself, Mr.

GRAMM, Mr. COATS, Mr. HELMS, Mr.

GRAMS, Mr. SMITH, Mr. KEMPTHORNE,
Mr. INHOFE, Mr. LOTT, Mr. NICKLES, and
Mr. DEWINE) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by them to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 91, between lines 4 and 5, insert
the following new section:
SEC. 319. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON UNITED NA-

TIONS FOURTH WORLD CON-
FERENCE ON WOMEN IN BEIJING,
CHINA.

It is the sense of the Congress that—
(1) the United Nations Fourth World Con-

ference on Women in Beijing, China, should
promote a representative American perspec-
tive on issues of equality, peace, and devel-
opment; and

(2) in the event the United States sends a
delegation to the Conference, the United
States delegation should use the voice and
vote of the United States—

(A) to ensure that the biological and social
activity of motherhood is recognized as a
valuable and worthwhile endeavor that
should in no way, in its form or actions, be
demeaned by society or by the state;

(B) to ensure that the traditional family is
upheld as the fundamental unit of society
upon which healthy cultures are built and,
therefore, receives esteem and protection by
society and the state; and

(C) to define or agree with any definitions
that define gender as the biological classi-
fication of male and female, which are the
two sexes of the human being.

D’AMATO AMENDMENT NO. 1883

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. D’AMATO submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. . CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL OF CERTAIN

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE.
(a) PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFICATION.—Section

5302 of title 31, United States Code, is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(e) CERTIFICATION.—The Secretary may
not make any loan or extension of credit
under this section with respect to a single
foreign entity or government of a foreign
country (including agencies or other entities
of that government), unless the President
certifies to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate and
the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services of the House of Representatives
that—

‘‘(1) there is no projected cost (as that
term is defined in section 502 of the Federal
Credit Reform Act of 1990) to the United
States from the proposed loan or extension
of credit; and

‘‘(2) any proposed obligation or expenditure
of United States funds to or on behalf of the
foreign government is adequately backed by
an assured source of repayment to ensure
that all United States funds will be repaid.’’.

(b) LIMITATION ON USE OF EXCHANGE STA-
BILIZATION FUND.—Section 5302 of title 31,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(f) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUND.—Notwith-
standing subsection (a)(2), except as provided
by an Act of Congress, the Secretary may
not make any loan or extension of credit
under this section with respect to a single
foreign entity or government of a foreign
country (including agencies or other entities
of that government) that would result in ex-
penditures and obligations, including contin-
gent obligations, aggregating more than
$1,000,000,000 with respect to that foreign

country for more than 180 days during the 12-
month period beginning on the date on which
the first such action is taken.’’.

(c) APPLICABILITY.—Subsections (e) and (f)
of section 5302 of title 31, United States Code,
as added by this section, shall not apply to
any action taken under that section as part
of the program of assistance to Mexico an-
nounced by the President on January 31,
1995.

(d) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section
5302(b) of title 31, United States Code, is
amended by striking the second sentence.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall become effective
on October 1, 1995.

SIMPSON AMENDMENT NO. 1884

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SIMPSON submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, below line 20, add the follow-
ing:
TITLE VII—POPULATION STABILIZATION

AND REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH
SEC. 701. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Inter-
national Population Stabilization and Re-
productive Health Act’’.
SEC. 702. AUTHORITIES RELATING TO UNITED

STATES POPULATION ASSISTANCE.
Part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961

is amended—
(1) in section 104(b), by striking ‘‘on such

terms and conditions as he may determine’’
and inserting ‘‘in accordance with the provi-
sions of chapter 12’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
chapter:

‘‘CHAPTER 12—UNITED STATES
POPULATION ASSISTANCE

‘‘SEC. 499. DEFINITION.—For purposes of
this chapter, the term ‘United States popu-
lation assistance’ means assistance provided
under section 104(b) of this Act.

‘‘SEC. 499A. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS.—The
Congress makes the following findings:

‘‘(1) Throughout much of the developing
world, the inability of women and couples to
exercise choice over childbearing undermines
the role of women in economic development,
contributes to death and suffering among
women and their children, puts pressure on
the environment and the natural resources
on which many poor families depend for
their survival, and in other ways vitiates the
efforts of families to lift themselves out of
the poverty in which more than one billion
of the world’s 5.7 billion people live.

‘‘(2) Through 2015, the world’s population
will continue to grow, with annual popu-
lation increments predicted to be above 86
million. This will lead to a tripling of the
world’s population before stabilization can
occur.

‘‘(3) As the population within individual
countries grows, cities grow rapidly, move-
ment in and between countries increases,
and regional distributions of population be-
come unbalanced.

‘‘(4) After more than a quarter century of
experience and research, a global consensus
is emerging on the need for increased inter-
national cooperation in regard to population
in the context of sustainable development.

‘‘(5) To act effectively on this consensus,
the ability to exercise reproductive choice
should be expanded through broader dissemi-
nation of fertility regulation services that
involve women, couples, and the community
and which meet individual, family, and com-
munity needs and values.

‘‘(6) In addition to the personal toll on
families, the impact of human population
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growth and widespread poverty is evident in
mounting signs of stress on the world’s envi-
ronment, particularly in tropical deforest-
ation, erosion of arable land and watersheds,
extinction of plant and animal species, glob-
al climate change, waste management, and
air and water pollution.

‘‘SEC. 499B. DECLARATION OF POLICY. (a) IN
GENERAL.—Congress declares that to reduce
population growth and stabilize world popu-
lation at the lowest level feasible and there-
by improve the health and well-being of the
world’s families, to ensure the role of women
in the development process, and to protect
the global environment, an important objec-
tive of the foreign policy of the United
States shall be to assist the international
community to achieve universal availability
of quality fertility regulation services
through a wide choice of safe and effective
means of family planning, including pro-
grams of public education and other health
and development efforts in support of small-
er families.

‘‘(b) FINANCIAL TARGETS.—The Congress
endorses a target for global expenditures in
developing countries of at least $17,000,000,000
by the year 2000 for population programs de-
scribed in section 499C, and establishes a
goal for United States population assistance
by the year 2000 of $1,850,000,000 in constant
1993 dollars.

‘‘SEC. 499C. AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Unit-
ed States population assistance is authorized
to provide—

‘‘(1) support for the expansion of quality,
affordable, voluntary family planning serv-
ices, which emphasize informed choice
among a variety of safe and effective fertil-
ity regulation methods and closely related
reproductive health care services, including
the prevention and control of HIV–AIDS,
sexually transmitted diseases, and reproduc-
tive tract infections;

‘‘(2) support for adequate and regular sup-
plies of quality contraceptives, quality fam-
ily planning counseling, information, edu-
cation, communication, and services empha-
sizing the use of the mass media to improve
public knowledge of fertility regulation and
related disease prevention methods and
where they may be obtained and to promote
the benefits of family planning and reproduc-
tive health to individuals, families, and com-
munities;

‘‘(3) support to United States and foreign
research institutions and other appropriate
entities for biomedical research to develop
and evaluate improved methods of safe fer-
tility regulation and related disease control,
with particular emphasis on methods
which—

‘‘(A) are likely to be safer, easier to use,
easier to make available in developing coun-
try settings, and less expensive than current
methods;

‘‘(B) are controlled by women, including
barrier methods and vaginal microbicides;

‘‘(C) are likely to prevent the spread of sex-
ually transmitted diseases; and

‘‘(D) encourage and allow men to take
greater responsibility for their own fertility;

‘‘(4) support for field research on the char-
acteristics of programs most likely to result
in sustained use of effective family planning
in meeting each individual’s lifetime repro-
ductive goals, with particular emphasis on
the perspectives of family planning users, in-
cluding support for relevant social and be-
havioral research focusing on such factors as
the use, nonuse, and unsafe or ineffective use
of various fertility regulation and related-
disease control methods;

‘‘(5) support for the development of new
evaluation techniques and performance cri-
teria for family planning programs, empha-
sizing the family planning user’s perspective
and reproductive goals;

‘‘(6) support for research and research dis-
semination related to population policy de-
velopment, including demographic and
health surveys to assess population trends,
measure unmet needs, and evaluate program
impact, and support for policy-relevant re-
search on the relationships between popu-
lation trends, poverty, and environmental
management, including implications for sus-
tainable agriculture, agroforestry,
biodiversity, water resources, energy use,
and local and global climate change;

‘‘(7) support for prevention of unsafe abor-
tions and management of complications of
unsafe abortions, including research and
public information dissemination on the
health and welfare consequences;

‘‘(8) support for special programs to reach
adolescents and young adults before they
begin childbearing, including health edu-
cation programs which stress responsible
parenthood and the health risks of unpro-
tected sexual intercourse, as well as service
programs designed to meet the information
and contraception needs of adolescents;

‘‘(9) support for a broad array of govern-
mental and nongovernmental communica-
tion strategies designed—

‘‘(A) to create public awareness worldwide;
‘‘(B) to generate a consensus on the need to

address reproductive health issues and the
problems associated with rapid population
growth;

‘‘(C) to emphasize the need to educate men
as well as women and mobilize their support
for reproductive rights and responsibilities;
and

‘‘(D) to remove all major remaining bar-
riers to family planning use, including un-
necessary legal, medical, clinical, and regu-
latory barriers to information and methods,
and to make family planning an established
community norm; and

‘‘(10) support for programs and strategies
that actively discourage harmful practices
such as female genital mutilation.

‘‘SEC. 499D. TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—Unit-
ed States population assistance is authorized
to be provided subject to the restrictions on
such assistance set forth in section 104(f) and
subject to the following conditions:

‘‘(1) Such assistance may only support, di-
rectly or through referral, those activities
which provide a broad range of fertility regu-
lation methods permitted by individual
country policy and a broad choice of public
and private family planning services, includ-
ing networks for community-based and sub-
sidized commercial distribution of high qual-
ity contraceptives.

‘‘(2) No program supported by United
States population assistance may deny an
individual family planning services because
of such individual’s inability to pay all or
part of the cost of such services.

‘‘(3) In each recipient country, programs
supported by United States population as-
sistance shall, to the extent possible, support
a coordinated approach, consistent with re-
spect for the rights of women as
decisionmakers in matters of reproduction
and sexuality, for the provision of public and
private reproductive health services.

‘‘(4) Family planning services and related
reproductive health care services supported
by United States population assistance shall
ensure—

(A) privacy and confidentiality; maintain
the highest medical standards possible under
local conditions; and

(B) regular oversight of the quality of med-
ical care and other services offered, includ-
ing followup care.

‘‘(5) United States population assistance
programs shall furnish only those contracep-
tive drugs and devices which have received
approval for marketing in the United States
by the Food and Drug Administration or

which have been tested and determined to be
safe and effective under research protocols
comparable to those required by the Food
and Drug Administration or have been deter-
mined to be safe by an appropriate inter-
national organization or the relevant health
authority in the country to which they are
provided.

‘‘(6) Family planning services supported by
United States population assistance shall be
designed to take into account the needs of
the family planning user, including the con-
straints on women’s time, by involving mem-
bers of the community, including both men
and women, in the design, management, and
ongoing evaluation of the services through
appropriate training and recruitment efforts.
The design of services shall stress easy ac-
cessibility, by locating services as close as
possible to potential users, by keeping hours
of service convenient, and by improving
communications between users and providers
through community outreach and involve-
ment. Related service shall be included, ei-
ther on site or through referral.

‘‘(7) United States population assistance to
adolescent fertility programs shall be pro-
vided in the context of prevailing norms and
customs in the recipient country.

‘‘(8)(A) Programs supported by United
States population assistance shall—

‘‘(i) support the prevention of the spread of
sexually transmitted diseases (STDs) and
HIV–AIDS infection;

‘‘(ii) raise awareness regarding STDs and
HIV–AIDS prevention and consequences;

‘‘(iii) provide quality counselling to indi-
viduals with STDs and HIV–AIDS infection
in a manner which respects individual rights
and confidentiality; and

‘‘(iv) ensure the protection of both patients
and health personnel from infection in clin-
ics.

‘‘(B) Responsible sexual behavior, includ-
ing voluntary abstinence, for the prevention
of STDs and HIV infection should be pro-
moted and included in education and infor-
mation programs.

‘‘(9) None of the funds made available by
the United States Government to foreign
governments, international organizations, or
nongovernmental organizations may be used
to coerce any person to undergo sterilization
or abortion or to accept any other method of
fertility regulation.

‘‘SEC. 499E. ELIGIBILITY FOR POPULATION
ASSISTANCE. (a) ELIGIBLE COUNTRIES.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law,
United States population assistance shall be
available, directly or through intermediary
organizations, to any country which the
President determines has met one or more of
the following criteria:

‘‘(1) The country accounts for a significant
proportion of the world’s annual population
increment.

‘‘(2) The country has significant unmet
needs for fertility regulation and requires
foreign assistance to implement, expand, or
sustain quality family planning services for
all its people.

‘‘(3) The country demonstrates a strong
policy commitment to population stabiliza-
tion through the expansion of reproductive
choice.

‘‘(b) ELIGIBILITY OF NONGOVERNMENTAL AND
MULTILATERAL ORGANIZATIONS.—In determin-
ing eligibility for United States population
assistance, the President shall not subject
nongovernmental and multilateral organiza-
tions to requirements which are more re-
strictive than requirements applicable to
foreign governments for such assistance.

‘‘SEC. 499F. PARTICIPATION IN MULTILAT-
ERAL ORGANIZATIONS. (a) FINDING.—The Con-
gress recognizes that the recent attention, in
government policies toward population sta-
bilization owes much to the efforts of the
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United Nations and its specialized agencies
and organizations, particularly the United
Nations Population Fund.

‘‘(b) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—United
States population assistance shall be avail-
able for contributions to the United Nations
Population Fund in such amounts as the
President determines would be commensu-
rate with United States contributions to
other multilateral organizations and with
the contributions of other donor countries.

‘‘(c) PROHIBITIONS.—(1) The prohibitions
contained in section 104(f) of this Act shall
apply to the funds made available for the
United Nations Population Fund.

‘‘(2) No United States population assist-
ance may be available to the United Nations
Population Fund unless such assistance is
held in a separate account and not commin-
gled with any other funds.

‘‘(3) No funds may be available for the
United Nations Population Fund unless the
Fund agrees to prohibit the use of those
funds to carry out any program, project, or
activity that involves the use of coerced
abortion or involuntary sterilization.

‘‘(4) None of the funds made available to
the United Nations Population Fund shall be
available for activities in the People’s Re-
public of China.

‘‘(d) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—Of the funds
made available for United States population
assistance, the President shall make avail-
able for the Special Programme of Research,
Development and Research Training in
Human Reproduction for each of the fiscal
years 1995 and 1996 an amount commensurate
with the contributions of the other donor
countries for the purpose of furthering inter-
national cooperation in the development and
evaluation of fertility regulation tech-
nology.

‘‘SEC. 499G. SUPPORT FOR NONGOVERN-
MENTAL ORGANIZATIONS. (a) FINDING.—Con-
gress finds that in many developing coun-
tries, nongovernmental entities, including
private and voluntary organizations and pri-
vate sector entities, are the most appro-
priate and effective providers of United
States assistance to population and family
planning activities.

‘‘(b) PROCEDURES.—The President shall es-
tablish simplified procedures for the develop-
ment and approval of programs to be carried
out by nongovernmental organizations that
have demonstrated—

‘‘(1) a capacity to undertake effective pop-
ulation and family planning activities which
encourage significant involvement by pri-
vate health practitioners, employer-based
health services, unions, and cooperative
health organizations; and

‘‘(2) a commitment to quality reproductive
health care for women.

‘‘(c) PRIORITY FOR NONGOVERNMENTAL OR-
GANIZATIONS.—The largest share of United
States population assistance made available
for any fiscal year shall be made available
through United States and foreign non-
governmental organizations.

‘‘SEC. 499H. REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—The
President shall prepare and submit to the
Congress, as part of the annual presentation
materials on foreign assistance, a report on
world progress toward population stabiliza-
tion and universal reproductive choice. The
report shall include—

‘‘(1) estimates of expenditures on the popu-
lation activities described in section 499C by
national governments, donor agencies, and
private sector entities;

‘‘(2) an analysis by country and region of
the impact of population trends on a set of
key social, economic, political, and environ-
ment indicators, which shall be identified by
the President in the first report submitted
pursuant to this section and analyzed in that
report and each subsequent report; and

‘‘(3) a detailed statement of prior year and
proposed direct and indirect allocations of
population assistance, by country, which de-
scribes how each country allocation meets
the criteria set forth in this section.’’.
SEC. 703. AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS.
Section 104(g)(1) of the Foreign Assistance

Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151b(g)(1) is amended
by amending subparagraph (A) to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(A) such sums as may be necessary for fis-
cal year 1996 and such sums as may be nec-
essary for fiscal year 1997 to carry out sub-
section (b) of this section; and’’.
SEC. 704. OVERSIGHT OF MULTILATERAL DEVEL-

OPMENT BANKS.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) multilateral development banks have

an important role to play in global popu-
lation efforts;

(2) although the increased commitment by
multilateral development banks to popu-
lation-related activities is encouraging, to-
gether the banks provided less than
$200,000,000 in 1994 in assistance for core pop-
ulation programs, and their overall lending
for population, health, and nutrition de-
creased by more than one-half between 1993
and 1994; and

(3) the banks themselves have recognized a
need to improve oversight of programs,
strengthen the technical skills of their per-
sonnel, and improve their capacity to work
with borrowers, other donors, and non-
governmental organizations in formulating
creative population projects to meet diverse
borrower needs.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that the multilateral develop-
ment banks should increase their annual
support for the population activities de-
scribed in section 499C of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961, as added by this Act, to not
less than a total of $1,000,000,000 by December
31, 2000.

(c) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than July
31 of each year, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall prepare and transmit to Congress a
report which includes, with respect to the
preceding calendar year—

(1) information on the resources made
available by each multilateral development
bank for the population activities described
in section 499C of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961, as added by this Act;

(2) if such resources total less than
$1,000,000,000, any specific actions taken by
the United States executive directors to the
banks to encourage increases in such re-
sources and in policy-level discussions with
donor and developing country governments;
and

(3) an analysis of the progress made by the
banks towards—

(A) meeting the objectives of the popu-
lation activities which are supported by the
banks;

(B) increasing their in-country manage-
ment staff;

(C) improving the technical skills of their
personnel; and

(D) assuring their responsiveness to bor-
rower needs.

(d) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term ‘‘multilateral development banks’’
means the International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development, the Inter-
national Development Association, the Afri-
can Development Bank, the Asian Develop-
ment Bank, the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank, and the European Bank for Re-
construction and Development.
SEC. 705. ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT

INITIATIVES TO STABILIZE WORLD
POPULATION.

(a) CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS.—The Con-
gress makes the following findings:

(1) Women represent 50 percent of the
world’s human resource potential. Therefore,
improving the health, social, and economic
status of women and increasing their produc-
tivity are essential for economic progress in
all countries. Improving the status of women
also enhances their decisionmaking capacity
at all levels in all spheres of life, including
in the area of reproductive health.

(2) Throughout the world, women who par-
ticipate in the social, economic, and politi-
cal affairs of their communities are more
likely to exercise their choice about child-
bearing than women who do not participate
in such activities.

(3) Effective economic development strate-
gies address issues such as infant and child
survival rates, educational opportunities for
girls and women, and equality in develop-
ment.

(4) Comprehensive population stabilization
efforts which include both family planning
services and economic development activi-
ties achieve lower birth rates and stimulate
more development than those which pursue
these objectives independently.

(5) The most powerful, long-term influence
on birthrates is education, especially edu-
cational attainment among women. Edu-
cation is one of the most important means of
empowering women with the knowledge,
skills and self confidence necessary to par-
ticipate in their communities.

(6) In most societies, men traditionally
have exercised preponderant power in nearly
all spheres of life. Therefore, improving com-
munication between men and women on re-
productive health issues and increasing their
understanding of joint responsibilities are
essential to ensuring that men and women
are equal partners in public and private life.

(7) In addition to enabling women to par-
ticipate in the development of their soci-
eties, educational attainment has a strong
influence on all other aspects of family wel-
fare, including child survival. However, of
the world’s 130 million children who are not
enrolled in primary school, 70 percent are
girls.

(8) In a number of countries, lower rates of
school enrollment among girls, the practice
of prenatal sex selection, and higher rates of
mortality among very young girls suggest
that ‘‘son preference’’ is curtailing the ac-
cess of girl children to food, health care, and
education.

(9) Each year, more than 13 million chil-
dren under the age of 5 die, most from pre-
ventable causes. Wider availability of vac-
cines, simple treatments for diarrheal dis-
ease and respiratory infections, and im-
proved nutrition could prevent many of
these deaths.

(10) Each year, 500,000 or more women
worldwide die from complications related to
pregnancy, childbirth, illegal abortion, or in-
adequate or inaccessible reproductive health
care services, and millions more annually
suffer long-term illness or permanent phys-
ical impairment from such causes.

(11) By mid-1993, the cumulative number of
AIDS cases since the pandemic began was es-
timated at 2.5 million, and an estimated 14
million people had been infected with HIV.
By year 2000, estimates are that 40 million
people will be HIV infected.

(12) As of mid-1993, four-fifths of all persons
ever infected with HIV lived in developing
countries. Women are the fastest growing
group of new cases.

(b) DECLARATION OF POLICY.—Congress de-
clares that, to further the United States for-
eign policy objective of assisting the inter-
national community in achieving universal
availability of quality fertility regulation
services and stabilizing world population, ad-
ditional objectives of the foreign policy of
the United States shall be—
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(1) to help achieve universal access to basic

education for women and men, with particu-
lar priority being given to primary and tech-
nical education and job training;

(2) to increase understanding of the con-
sequences of population growth through ef-
fective education strategies that begin in
primary school and continue through all lev-
els of formal and nonformal education and
which take into account the rights and re-
sponsibilities of parents and the needs of
children and adolescents;

(3) to reduce the gap between male and fe-
male levels of literacy and between male and
female levels of primary and secondary
school enrollment;

(4) to help ensure that women worldwide
have the opportunity to become equal part-
ners with men in the development of their
societies;

(5) to help eliminate all forms of discrimi-
nation against girl children and the root
causes of son preference, which result in
harmful and unethical practice such as fe-
male infanticide and prenatal sex selection;

(6) to increase public awareness of the
value of girl children through public edu-
cation that promotes equal treatment of
girls and boys in health, nutrition, edu-
cation, socioeconomic and political activity,
and equitable inheritance rights;

(7) to encourage and enable men to take re-
sponsibility for their sexual and reproductive
behavior and their social and family roles;

(8) to help ensure that women and men
have the information and means needed to
achieve good reproductive health and to ex-
ercise their reproductive rights through re-
sponsible sexual behavior and equity in gen-
der relations;

(9) to reduce global maternal and infant
mortality rates; and

(10) to improve worldwide maternal and
child health status and quality of life.

(c) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—United States
development assistance shall be available, on
a priority basis, for—

(1) countries which either have adopted
and implemented, or have agreed to adopt
and implement, strategies to help ensure—

(A) before 2015, the achievement of the goal
of universal primary education for girls and
boys in all countries and access to secondary
and higher levels of education, including vo-
cational education and technical training,
for girls and women;

(B) by 2005, the reduction of adult illit-
eracy by at least one-half the country’s 1990
level;

(C) by 2005, the elimination of the gap be-
tween male and female levels of literacy and
between male and female levels of primary
and secondary school enrollment; and

(D) the establishment of programs designed
to meet adolescent health needs, which in-
clude services and information on respon-
sible sexual behavior, family planning prac-
tice, reproductive health and sexually trans-
mitted diseases, and HIV–AIDS prevention;

(2) governmental and nongovernmental
programs which, with respect to a targeted
country, are intended—

(A) by 2005, to increase life expectancy at
birth to greater than 70 years of age and by
2015, to 75 years of age;

(B) by 2005, to reduce by one-third the
country’s mortality rates for infants and
children under 5 years of age, or to 50 per
1,000 live births for infants and 70 per 1,000
for children under 5 years of age, whichever
is less; and by 2015, to reduce the country’s
infant mortality rate below 35 per 1,000
births and the under-5 mortality rate below
45 per 1,000;

(C) by 2005, to reduce maternal mortality
by one-half of the 1990 level and by a further
one-half by 2015;

(D) by 2005, to reduce significantly mal-
nutrition among the country’s children
under 5 years of age;

(E) to maintain immunizations against
childhood diseases for significant segments
of the country’s children; and

(F) to reduce the number of childhood
deaths in the country which result from di-
arrheal disease and acute respiratory infec-
tions;

(3) governmental and nongovernmental
programs which are intended to increase
women’s productivity and ensure equal par-
ticipation and equitable representation at
all levels of the political process and public
life in each community and society
through—

(A) improved access to appropriate labor-
saving technology, vocational training, and
extension services and access to credit and
child care;

(B) equal participation of women and men
in all areas of family and household respon-
sibilities, including family planning, finan-
cial support, child rearing, children’s edu-
cation, and maternal and child health and
nutrition;

(C) fulfillment of the potential of women
through education, skill development and
employment, with the elimination of pov-
erty, illiteracy and poor health among
women being of paramount importance; and

(D) recognition and promotion of the equal
value of children of both sexes;

(4) governmental and nongovernmental
programs which are intended to increase the
access of girls and women to comprehensive
reproductive health care services pursuant
to subsection (d); and

(5) governmental and nongovernmental
programs which are intended to eliminate all
forms of exploitation, abuse, harassment,
and violence against women, adolescents,
and children.

(d) SAFE MOTHERHOOD INITIATIVE.—(1)(A)
The President is authorized to establish a
grant program, to be known as the Safe
Motherhood Initiative, to help improve the
access of girls and women worldwide to com-
prehensive reproductive health care services.

(B) Such program shall be carried out in
accordance with this section and shall be
subject to the same terms, conditions, prohi-
bitions, and restrictions as are applicable to
assistance made available under sections
499D, 499E, and 499F of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961, as added by this Act.

(2) Comprehensive reproductive health care
programs which are eligible for assistance
under this section include—

(A) fertility regulation services;
(B) prenatal care and screening for high

risk pregnancies and improved access to safe
delivery services for women with high risk
pregnancies;

(C) supplemental food programs for preg-
nant and nursing women;

(D) child survival and other programs that
promote birth spacing through
breastfeeding;

(E) expanded and coordinated programs
that support responsible sexual behavior, in-
cluding voluntary abstinence, and which pre-
vent, detect, and manage sexually transmit-
ted diseases, including HIV–AIDS, reproduc-
tive tract infections, and other chronic re-
productive health problems;

(F) programs intended to eliminate tradi-
tional practices injurious to women’s health,
including female genital mutilation;

(G) improvements in the practice of mid-
wifery, including outreach to traditional
birth attendants; and

(H) expanded and coordinated programs to
prevent, detect, and treat cancers of the re-
productive system.

(e) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—(1) Not later
than December 31, 1995, the President shall

prepare and submit to Congress a report
which includes—

(A) estimates of the total financial re-
sources needed to achieve, by the year 2005,
the specific objectives set forth in subsection
(c) with respect to education, rates of illit-
eracy, malnutrition, immunization, mater-
nal and child mortality and morbidity, and
improvements in the economic productivity
of women;

(B) an analysis of such estimates which
separately lists the total financial resources
needed from the United States, other donor
nations, and nongovernmental organizations;

(C) an analysis, by country, which—
(i) identifies the legal, social, economic,

and cultural barriers to women’s self-deter-
mination and to improvements in the eco-
nomic productivity of women in traditional
and modern labor sectors; and

(ii) describes initiatives needed to develop
appropriate technologies for use by women,
credit programs for low-income women, ex-
panded child care, vocational training, and
extension services for women; and

(D) a comprehensive description of—
(i) new and expanded initiatives to ensure

safe motherhood worldwide;
(ii) findings on the major causes of mortal-

ity and morbidity among women of child-
bearing age in various regions of the world;

(iii) actions needed to reduce, by the year
2005, world maternal mortality by one-half of
the worldwide 1990 level and a further one-
half by 2015; and

(iv) the financial resources needed to meet
this goal from the United States, other
donor nations, and nongovernmental organi-
zations.

(2) In each annual country human rights
report, the Secretary of State shall include—

(A) information on any patterns within the
country of discrimination against women in
inheritance laws, property rights, family
law, access to credit and technology, hiring
practices, formal education, and vocational
training; and

(B) an assessment which makes reference
to all significant forms of violence against
women, including rape, domestic violence,
and female genital mutilation, the extent of
involuntary marriage and childbearing, and
the prevalence of marriage among women
under 18 years of age.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—(1)
Of the aggregate amounts available for Unit-
ed States development and economic assist-
ance programs for education activities, such
sums as may be necessary for fiscal year 1996
and such sums as may be necessary for fiscal
year 1997 shall be available only for pro-
grams in support of increasing primary and
secondary school enrollment and equalizing
levels of male and female enrollment.

(2) There are authorized to be appropriated
such sums as may be necessary for fiscal
year 1996 and such sums as may be necessary
for fiscal year 1997 to the Child Survival
Fund under section 104(c)(2) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, which amounts shall
be available for child survival activities
only, including the Children’s Vaccine Ini-
tiative, the worldwide immunization effort,
and oral rehydration programs.

(3) There are authorized to be appropriated
such sums as may be necessary for the Safe
Motherhood Initiative for each of fiscal
years 1995 and 1996.

(g) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

(1) the term ‘‘annual country human rights
report’’ refers to the report required to be
submitted pursuant to section 502B(b) of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2304(b)); and

(2) the term ‘‘United States development
and economic assistance’’ means assistance
made available under chapter 1 of part I and
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chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961.
SEC. 706. AIDS PREVENTION AND CONTROL

FUND.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 104(c) of the For-

eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2151b(c)) is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

‘‘(4)(A)(i) The President is authorized to
provide assistance, under such terms and
conditions as he may determine, with re-
spect to activities relating to research on,
and the treatment and control of, acquired
immune deficiency syndrome (AIDS) in de-
veloping countries.

‘‘(ii) Assistance provided under clause (i)
shall include—

‘‘(I) funds made available directly to the
World Health Organization for its use in fi-
nancing the Global Program on AIDS (in-
cluding activities implemented by the Pan
American Health Organization); and

‘‘(II) funds made available to the United
Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) for AIDS-
related activities.

‘‘(B) Appropriations pursuant to subpara-
graph (A) may be referred to as the ‘AIDS
Prevention and Control Fund’.’’.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 104(g)(1) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151b(g)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (A);

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (c) of this section.’’ and inserting
‘‘subsection (c) of this section (other than
paragraph (4) thereof); and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subparagraph:

‘‘(C) Such sums as may be necessary for
fiscal year 1996 and such sums as may be nec-
essary for fiscal year 1997 to carry out sub-
section (c)(4) of this section.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect Octo-
ber 1, 1995.

COHEN AMENDMENT NO. 1885

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. COHEN submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At an appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new section:

SEC. .
(a) No later than three months after the

date of enactment of this act, the President
shall declassify, to the maximum extend pos-
sible, and resubmit to the Congress the re-
port submitted to the Congress pursuant to
Section 528 of Public Law 103–236, with an ad-
dendum updating the information in the re-
port.

(b) The addendum referred to the sub-
section (a) shall be unclassified to the maxi-
mum extent possible and shall address, inter
alia—

(1) Russian compliance or lack of compli-
ance with the Russian-Moldovan agreement
of October 24, 1994, providing for the with-
drawal of Russian military forces from
Moldova, subsequent Russian deployments of
military forces to Moldova and Russian ef-
forts to secure long-term military basing
rights in Moldova;

(2) possible Russian complicity in the coup
attempt of September-October 1994 against
the government of Azerbaijan and the exer-
tion of Russian pressure to influence deci-
sions regarding the path of pipelines that
will carry Azerbaijani oil;

(3) Russian efforts or agreements to as-
sume partial or complete responsibility for
securing the borders of countries other than
Russia, using troops of the Russian Military
of Defense, Ministry of the Interior or any

other security agency of the Russian Federa-
tion;

(4) Russian efforts to integrate its armed
forces, other security forces, or intelligence
agencies with those of any other country and
the relationship of such efforts to the devel-
opment of institutions under the Common-
wealth of Independent States.

BINGAMAN AMENDMENT NO. 1886
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. BINGAMAN submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill, S. 908, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new section:
SEC. . NONINTERVENTION CONCERNING ABOR-

TION.
Section 104(f) of the Foreign Assistance

Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 215b(f)) is amended by
adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(4)(A) None of the funds made available to
carry out this part may be used—

‘‘(i) for any program, project, or activity
that violates the laws of a foreign country
concerning the circumstances under which
abortion is permitted, regulated, or prohib-
ited; or

‘‘(B) Subparagraph (A) shall not apply to
activities in opposition to coercive abortion
or involuntary sterilization.’’

LEAHY AMENDMENT NO. 1887
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. LEAHY submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 95, line 8, strike ‘‘October 1, 1998,’’
and insert ‘‘June 1, 1996, and annually there-
after,’’.

LEAHY AMENDMENT NO. 1888
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. DODD,

and Mr. SARBANES) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
them to the bill, S. 908, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:
SEC. . HONDURAS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) In 1981, a secret Honduran army death
squad known as Battalion 316 was created.
During the 1980’s Battalion 316 engaged in a
campaign of systematically kidnapping, tor-
turing and murdering suspected subversives.
Victims included Honduran students, teach-
ers, labor leaders and journalists. In 1993
there were 184 unsolved cases of persons who
were allegedly ‘‘disappeared.’’ They are pre-
sumed dead.

(2) At the time, Administration officials
were aware of the activities of Battalion 316
but failed to inform the Congress. In its 1983
human rights report, the State Department
stated that ‘‘There are no political prisoners
in Honduras.’’

(b) DECLASSIFICATION OF DOCUMENTS.—It is
the sense of the Congress that the President
should order the expedited declassification of
any documents in the possession of the Unit-
ed States Government pertaining to persons
who allegedly ‘‘disappeared’’ in Honduras,
and promptly make such documents avail-
able to Honduran authorities who are seek-
ing to determine the fate of these individ-
uals.

LEAHY AMENDMENT NO. 1889
(Ordered to lie on the table.)

Mr. LEAHY submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:
SEC. . LANDMINE USE MORATORIUM.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) On September 26, 1994, the President de-
clared that it is a goal of the United States
to eventually eliminate antipersonnel land-
mines.

(2) On December 15, 1994, the United Na-
tions General Assembly adopted a resolution
sponsored by the United States which called
for international efforts to eliminate anti-
personnel landmines.

(3) According to the Department of States,
there are an estimated 80,000,000 to 110,000,000
unexploded landmines in 62 countries.

(4) Antipersonnel landmines are routinely
used against civilian populations and kill
and maim an estimated 70 people each day,
or 26,000 people each year.

(5) The Secretary of State has noted that
landmines are ‘‘slow-motion weapons of mass
destruction’’.

(6) There are hundreds of varieties of anti-
personnel landmines, from a simple type
available at a cost of only two dollars to the
more complex self-destructing type, and all
landmines of whatever variety kill and maim
civilians, as well as combatants, indiscrimi-
nately.

(b) CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS CONVENTION
REVIEW.—It is the sense of Congress that, at
the United Nations conference to review the
1980 Conventional Weapons Convention, in-
cluding Protocol II on landmines, that is to
be held from September 25 to October 13,
1995, the President should actively support
proposals to modify Protocol II that would
implement as rapidly as possible the United
States goal of eventually eliminating anti-
personnel landmines.

(c) MORATORIUM ON USE OF ANTIPERSONNEL
LANDMINES.—

(1) UNITED STATES MORATORIUM.—(A) For a
period of one year beginning three years
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the United States shall not use anti-
personnel landmines except along inter-
nationally recognized national borders with-
in a perimeter marked area that is mon-
itored by military personnel and protected
by adequate means to ensure that exclusion
of civilians.

(B) If the President determines, before the
end of the period of the United States mora-
torium under subparagraph (A), that the
governments of other nations are imple-
menting moratoria on use of antipersonnel
landmines similar to the United States mor-
atorium, the President may extend the pe-
riod of the United States moratorium for
such additional period as the President con-
siders appropriate.

(2) OTHER NATIONS.—It is the sense of Con-
gress that the President should actively en-
courage the governments of other nations to
join the United States in solving the global
landmine crisis by implementing moratoria
on use of antipersonnel landmines similar to
the United States moratorium as a step to-
ward the elimination of antipersonnel land-
mines.

(d) ANTIPERSONNEL LANDMINE EXPORTS.—It
is the sense of Congress that, consistent with
the United States moratorium on exports of
antipersonnel landmines and in order to fur-
ther discourage the global proliferation of
antipersonnel landmines, the United States
Government should not sell, license of ex-
port, or otherwise transfer defense articles
and services to any foreign government
which, as determined by the President, sells,
exports, or otherwise transfers antipersonnel
landmines.
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(e) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this Act:
(1) ANTIPERSONNEL LANDMINE.—The term

‘‘antipersonnel landmine’’ means any muni-
tion placed under, on, or near the ground or
other surface area, delivered by artillery,
rocket, mortar, or similar means, or dropped
from an aircraft and which is designed, con-
structed, or adapted to be detonated or ex-
ploded by the presence, proximity, or con-
tact of a person.

(2) 1980 CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS CONVEN-
TION.—The term ‘‘1980 Conventional Weapons
Convention’’ means the Convention on Pro-
hibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Cer-
tain Conventional Weapons Which May Be
Deemed To Be Excessively Injurious or To
Have Indiscriminate Effects, together with
the protocols relating thereto, done at Gene-
va on October 10, 1980.

KERREY AMENDMENT NO. 1890

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KERREY submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

Beginning on page 117, strike line 14 and
all that follows through line 23.

PRYOR AMENDMENT NO. 1891

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. PRYOR submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 123, strike lines 1 and 2 and insert
the following:
‘‘SEC. 616. ANNUAL REPORT ON EFFECTIVENESS

OF ARMS EXPORT CONTROL.
On page 123, lines 3, insert ‘‘(a) PERIODIC

REPORTS.—’’ immediately before ‘‘The Under
Secretary’’.

On page 123, line 6, strike ‘‘180 days’’ and
insert ‘‘year’’.

On page 123, between lines 14 and 15, insert
the following:

‘‘(b) INSPECTOR GENERAL.—The Inspector
General for Foreign Affairs, within 180 days
of enactment, and on an annual basis there-
after until 1998, shall evaluate the effective-
ness of the watchlist screening process at the
Department of State. The report to Con-
gress, which should be prepared in both a
classified and unclassified version, on the
evaluation shall include—

‘‘(1) the number of licenses issued to par-
ties on the watchlist, the number of end-use
checks performed by the Department, and an
assessment of the Department’s decision to
grant a license when an applicant is on a
watchlist; and

‘‘(2) the Inspector General’s report shall
determine if the watchlist contains all rel-
evant information and parties required by
statute or regulation.

‘‘(c) ANNUAL MILITARY ASSISTANCE RE-
PORT.—The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is
amended by inserting after section 654 (22
U.S.C. 2414) the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 657. ANNUAL MILITARY ASSISTANCE RE-

PORT.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than February

1 of each year, the President shall transmit
to the Congress an annual report for the fis-
cal year ending the previous September 30,
showing the aggregate dollar value and
quantity of defense articles (including excess
defense articles) and defense services, and of
military education and training, furnished
by the United States to each foreign country
and international organization, by category,
specifying whether they were furnished by
grant under chapter 2 or chapter 5 of part II
of this Act, by sale under chapter 2 of the
Arms Control Export Control Act, by com-
mercial sale license under section 38 of that
Act, or by any other authority.

‘‘(b) ADDITIONAL CONTENTS OF REPORTS.—
The report shall also include the total
amount of military items of non-United
States manufacture being imported into the
United States. The report should contain the
country of origin, the type of item being im-
ported, and the total amount of items.’’.

DORGAN AMENDMENT NO. 1892
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. DORGAN submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 60, between lines 7 and 8, insert
the following new section:
SEC. 207. LIMITATION ON FUNDS FOR THE ORGA-

NIZATION FOR ECONOMIC COOPERA-
TION AND DEVELOPMENT (OECD).

(a) LIMITATION.—Of the funds made avail-
able under section 201, not to exceed
$50,000,000 may be made available in any fis-
cal year for the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD), sub-
ject to subsection (b).

(b) CONDITION.—None of the funds made
available under section 201 for the Organiza-
tion for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment may be obligated or expended until the
President makes available for review by Con-
gress the working documents used in the de-
velopment of the recently finalized transfer
pricing report of the Organization for Eco-
nomic Cooperation and Development enti-
tled the ‘‘Transfer Pricing Guidelines for
Multinational Enterprises and Tax Adminis-
trations’’, including copies of all drafts,
memoranda, written communications, com-
ments, position papers, and other relevant
written materials in possession of the De-
partment of the Treasury that were pre-
pared, received, used, or exchanged in con-
nection with preparation and publication of
the report.

(c) CLASSIFICATION OF DOCUMENTS.—Docu-
ments made available under subsection (b)
may be transmitted in classified or unclassi-
fied form.

SIMON AMENDMENT NO. 1893
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SIMON submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. 618. DESIGNATION OF THE INTERNATIONAL

YEAR OF RESEARCH ON WATER RE-
SOURCES.

It is the sense of the Congress that the
President, acting through the United States
Permanent Representative to the United Na-
tions, should—

(1) urge the United Nations to designate
1997 as the International Year of Research on
Water Resources and Desalination; and

(2) make arrangements for carrying out ap-
propriate activities related to the designa-
tion of that year.

SIMON AMENDMENT NO. 1894

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SIMON submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. 618. UNITED NATIONS DESALINATION FOR

PEACE PROJECT.
It is the sense of the Congress that the

President, acting through the United States
Permanent Representatives to the United
Nations, should urge the United Nations to
establish an international desalination
project, to be known as the Desalination for

Peace Project, which would call for wealthy
nations to donate funds for a joint research
and development program to study desalina-
tion related problems, build facilities, and
test concepts.

SIMON AMENDMENT NO. 1895

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SIMON submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. ll. ANNUAL MILITARY ASSISTANCE RE-

PORT.
The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is

amended by inserting after section 654 (22
U.S.C. 2414) the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 657. ANNUAL MILITARY ASSISTANCE RE-

PORT.
‘‘Not later than February 1 of each year,

the President shall transmit to the Congress
an annual report for the fiscal year ending
the previous September 30, showing the ag-
gregate dollar value and quantity of defense
articles (including excess defense articles)
and defense services, and of military edu-
cation and training, furnished by the United
States to each foreign country and inter-
national organization, by category, specify-
ing whether they were furnished by grant
under chapter 2 or chapter 5 of part II of this
Act, by sale under chapter 2 of the Arms
Control Export Control Act, by commercial
sale license under section 38 of that Act, or
by any other authority.’’.

BUMPERS (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1896

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. BUMPERS (for himself, Mr.

BROWN, and Mr. DORGAN) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
them to the bill, S. 908, supra; as fol-
lows:

At page 93, strike line 23 through page 94,
line 13.

SIMON AMENDMENT NO. 1897

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SIMON submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 54, strike lines 9 through 11 and in-
sert the following: ‘‘$445,000,000 for each of
the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999 for
the’’.

SIMON AMENDMENT NO. 1898

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SIMON submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 84, strike lines 3 through 15.

BINGAMAN AMENDMENT NO. 1899

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. BINGAMAN submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill, S. 908, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new sections:
SEC. . NONINTERVENTION CONCERNING ABOR-

TION.
Section 104(f) of the Foreign Assistance

Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 215b(f)) is amended by
adding at the end the following new para-
graph:
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‘‘(4)(A) None of the funds made available to

carry out this part may be used—
‘‘(i) for any program, project, or activity

that violates the laws of a foreign country
concerning the circumstances under which
abortion is permitted, regulated, or prohib-
ited; or

‘‘(ii) to lobby for or against abortion.
‘‘(B) Subparagraph (A) shall not apply to

activities in opposition to coercive abortion
or involuntary sterilization.’’
SEC. . ELIGIBILITY OF NONGOVERNMENTAL

AND MULTILATERAL ORGANIZA-
TIONS.

(a) PROHIBITIONS.—None of the funds made
available by the United States Government
to foreign governments, international orga-
nizations, or nongovernmental organizations
may be used to coerce any person to undergo
sterilization or abortion or to accept any
other method of fertility regulation. Nothing
in this section alters existing statutory pro-
hibitions against the use of United States
funds for the performance of abortion.

(b) DETERMINATIONS OF ELIGIBILITY.—In de-
termining eligibility for United States popu-
lation assistance, the President shall not
subject nongovernmental and multilateral
organizations to requirements which are
more restrictive than the requirements ap-
plicable to foreign governments for such as-
sistance.

INOUYE (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1900

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. INOUYE (for himself, Mr. HATCH,

Mr. AKAKA, Mr. COHEN, Mr. D’AMATO,
Mr. FORD, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. HOLLINGS,
Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. STEVENS) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by them to the bill, S. 908,
supra; as follows:

In section 401(8) of the bill, strike
‘‘$10,000,000 for the fiscal year 1996, $8,000,000
for the fiscal year 1997, $5,000,000 for the fis-
cal year 1998, and $5,000,000 for the fiscal year
1999’’ and insert ‘‘$20,000,000 for the fiscal
year 1996, $18,000,000 for the fiscal year 1997,
$15,000,000 for the fiscal year 1998, and
$15,000,000 for the fiscal year 1999’’.

SPECTER (AND KERREY)
AMENDMENT NO. 1901

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SPECTER (for himself and Mr.

KERREY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

Beginning on page 69, strike line 1 and all
that follows through line 5 on page 73 and in-
sert the following:
SEC. 216. RESTRICTIONS ON INTELLIGENCE

SHARING WITH THE UNITED NA-
TIONS.

The United Nations Participation Act of
1945 (22 U.S.C. 287 et seq.) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 12. RESTRICTIONS ON INTELLIGENCE

SHARING WITH THE UNITED NA-
TIONS.

‘‘(a) PROVISION OF INTELLIGENCE INFORMA-
TION TO THE UNITED NATIONS.—(1) No United
States intelligence information may be pro-
vided to the United Nations or any organiza-
tion affiliated with the United Nations, or to
any officials or employees thereof, unless the
President certifies to the appropriate com-
mittees of Congress that the Director of
Central Intelligence (in this section referred
to as the ‘DCI’), in consultation with the
Secretary of State and the Secretary of De-
fense, has established and implemented pro-
cedures, and has worked with the United Na-

tions to ensure implementation of proce-
dures, for protecting from unauthorized dis-
closure United States intelligence sources
and methods connected to such information.

‘‘(2) Paragraph (1) may be waived upon
written certification by the President to the
appropriate committees of Congress that
providing such information to the United
Nations or an organization affiliated with
the United Nations, or to any officials or em-
ployees thereof, is in the national security
interests of the United States.

‘‘(b) PERIODIC AND SPECIAL REPORTS.—(1)
The President shall report semiannually to
the Select Committee on Intelligence of the
Senate and the Permanent Select Committee
on Intelligence of the House of Representa-
tives on the types and volume of intelligence
provided to the United Nations and the pur-
poses for which it was provided during the
period covered by the report. The President
shall also report to the Select Committee on
Intelligence of the Senate and the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence of the
House of Representatives within 15 days
after it has become known to the United
States Government that there has been an
unauthorized disclosure of intelligence pro-
vided by the United States to the United Na-
tions.

‘‘(2) The requirement for periodic reports
under the first sentence of paragraph (1)
shall not apply to the provision of intel-
ligence that is provided only to, and for the
use of, appropriately cleared United States
Government personnel serving with the
United Nations.

‘‘(c) DELEGATION OF DUTIES.—The Presi-
dent may not delegate or assign the duties of
the President under this section.

‘‘(d) RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING LAW.—
Nothing in this section shall be construed
to—

‘‘(1) impair or otherwise affect the author-
ity of the Director of Central Intelligence to
protect intelligence sources and methods
from unauthorized disclosure pursuant to
section 103(c)(5) of the National Security Act
of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 403–3(c)(5)); or

‘‘(2) supersede or otherwise affect the pro-
visions of title V of the National Security
Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 413 et seq.).

‘‘(e) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term ‘appropriate committees of Con-
gress’ means the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the Senate and the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the House
of Representatives.’’.

LIEBERMAN AMENDMENT NO. 1902

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. LIEBERMAN submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill, S. 908, supra; as fol-
lows:

On page 185, strike out line 1 and all that
follows through page 210, line 3, and insert in
lieu thereof the following:
TITLE XIII—RETENTION OF UNITED

STATES INFORMATION AGENCY AS
FEDERAL AGENCY

SEC. 1301. RETENTION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of this Act, the United
States Information shall not be abolished
under this Act, but shall be retained as a
Federal agency.

(2) Except as provided in subsection (b), no
provision of this Act shall have force or take
effect if the provision provides for the abol-
ishment or consolidation of the United
States Information Agency.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The following provisions
of this Act shall continue to apply to the
United States Information Agency:

(1) Section 1105(d), relating to the termi-
nation of functions of the Inspector General
of the United States Information Agency.

(2) Section 1701(d)(1), relating to the trans-
fer of functions of the Inspector General of
the United States Information Agency to the
Inspector General for Foreign Affairs of the
Department of State.

(3) Section 1724(6)(G), relating to the treat-
ment of the Office of the Inspector General
of the United States Information Agency as
a transferor agency under title XVII.

(c) FUNDING FOR USIA IN FISCAL YEARS 1998
AND 1999.—There are authorized to be appro-
priated in fiscal years 1998 and 1999 such
sums as may be necessary to carry out the
activities referred to in section 401 (other
than activities under the Inspector General
Act of 1978).

SPECTER AMENDMENT NO. 1903

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SPECTER submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:
SEC. . JUDICIAL ASSISTANCE TO THE INTER-

NATIONAL TRIBUNAL FOR YUGO-
SLAVIA AND TO THE INTER-
NATIONAL TRIBUNAL FOR RWANDA.

(a) SURRENDER OF PERSONS.—
(1) APPLICATION OF UNITED STATES EXTRA-

DITION LAWS.—Except as provided in para-
graphs (2) and (3), the provisions of chapter
209 of title 18, United States Code, relating
to the extradition of persons to a foreign
country pursuant to a treaty or convention
for extradition between the United States
and a foreign government, shall apply in the
same manner and extent to the surrender of
persons, including United States citizens,
to—

(A) the International Tribunal for Yugo-
slavia, pursuant to the Agreement Between
the United States and the International Tri-
bunal for Yugoslavia; and

(B) the International Tribunal for Rwanda,
pursuant to the Agreement Between the
United States and the International Tribu-
nal for Rwanda.

(2) EVIDENCE ON HEARINGS.—For purposes of
applying section 3190 of title 18, United
States Code, in accordance with paragraph
(1), the certification referred to in the sec-
tion may be made by the principal diplo-
matic or consular officer of the United
States resident in such foreign countries
where the International Tribunal for Yugo-
slavia or the International Tribunal for
Rwanda may be permanently or temporarily
situated.

(3) PAYMENT OF FEES AND COSTS.—(A) The
provisions of the Agreement Between the
United States and the International Tribu-
nal for Yugoslavia and of the Agreement Be-
tween the United States and the Inter-
national Tribunal for Rwanda shall apply in
lieu of the provisions of section 3195 of title
18, United States Code, with respect to the
payment of expenses arising from the surren-
der by the United States of a person to the
International Tribunal for Yugoslavia or the
International Tribunal for Rwanda, respec-
tively, or from any proceedings in the United
States relating to such surrender.

(B) The authority of subparagraph (A) may
be exercised only to the extent and in the
amounts provided in advance in appropria-
tion Acts.

(4) NONAPPLICABILITY OF THE FEDERAL
RULES.—The Federal Rules of Evidence and
the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure do
not apply to proceedings for the surrender of
persons to the International Tribunal for
Yugoslavia or the International Tribunal for
Rwanda.
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(b) ASSISTANCE TO FOREIGN AND INTER-

NATIONAL TRIBUNALS AND TO LITIGANTS BE-
FORE SUCH TRIBUNALS.—Section 1782(a) of
title 28, United States Code, is amended by
inserting in the first sentence after ‘‘foreign
or international tribunal’’ the following: ‘‘,
including criminal investigations conducted
prior to formal accusation’’.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section:
(1) INTERNATIONAL TRIBUNAL FOR YUGO-

SLAVIA.—The term ‘‘International Tribunal
for Yugoslavia’’ means the International Tri-
bunal for the Prosecution of Persons Respon-
sible for Serious Violations of International
Humanitarian Law in the Territory of the
Former Yugoslavia, as established by United
Nations Security Council Resolution 827 of
May 25, 1993.

(2) INTERNATIONAL TRIBUNAL FOR RWANDA.—
The term ‘‘International Tribunal for Rwan-
da’’ means the International Tribunal for the
Prosecution of Persons Responsible for Geno-
cide and Other Serious Violations of Inter-
national Humanitarian Law Committed in
the Territory of Rwanda and Rwandan Citi-
zens Responsible for Genocide and Other
Such Violations Committed in the Territory
of Neighboring States, as established by
United Nations Security Council Resolution
955 of November 8, 1994.

(3) AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES
AND THE INTERNATIONAL TRIBUNAL FOR YUGO-
SLAVIA.—The term ‘‘Agreement Between the
United States and the International Tribu-
nal for Yugoslavia’’ means the Agreement on
Surrender of Persons Between the Govern-
ment of the United States and the Inter-
national Tribunal for the Prosecution of Per-
sons Responsible for Serious Violations of
International Law in the Territory of the
Former Yugoslavia, signed at The Hague, Oc-
tober 5, 1994.

(4) AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES
AND THE INTERNATIONAL TRIBUNAL FOR RWAN-
DA.—The term ‘‘Agreement between the
United States and the International Tribu-
nal for Rwanda’’ means the Agreement on
surrender of Persons Between the Govern-
ment of the United States and the Inter-
national Tribunal for the Prosecution of Per-
sons Responsible for Genocide and Other Se-
rious Violations of International Humani-
tarian Law Committed in the Territory of
Rwanda and Rwandan Citizens Responsible
for Genocide and Other Such Violations
Committed in the Territory of Neighboring
States, signed at The Hague, January 24,
1995.

FAIRCLOTH AMENDMENT NO. 1904

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. FAIRCLOTH submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill, S. 908, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place in S. 908 insert
the following:

TITLE —SENSE OF THE SENATE THAT
THE UNITED STATES SHOULD NOT
FUND OR SUPPORT THE ESTABLISH-
MENT OF A NEW INTERNATIONAL
BAILOUT FUND WITHIN THE INTER-
NATIONAL MONETARY FUND

(A) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that no funds should be author-
ized to be appropriated for use directly or in-
directly for the establishment of an emer-
gency financing mechanism under the con-
trol of the International Monetary Fund or
International Bank of Reconstruction and
Development.

(B) Further, it is a sense of the Senate that
the Secretary of the Treasury shall instruct
the Executive Director of the United States
to the International Monetary Fund and the

Executive Director of the United States of
the International Reconstruction and Devel-
opment to oppose and vote against any pro-
posal to establish an emergency financing
mechanism as proposed by Group of Seven
Nations in Halifax, Nova Scotia on June 16,
1995.

FAIRCLOTH AMENDMENT NO. 1905
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. FAIRCLOTH submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill, S. 908, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place in S. 908 insert
the following new Title:
TITLE —PREVENTION OF THE CRE-

ATION OF A NEW INTERNATIONAL
BAILOUT FUND WITHIN THE INTER-
NATIONAL MONETARY FUND
(a) Section 286e–1k of title 22, United

States Code, is amended by adding the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(c) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR
INTERNATIONAL BAILOUTS.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, no funds may be
authorized to be appropriated for use di-
rectly or indirectly for the establishment of
an emergency financing mechanism under
the control of the International Monetary
Fund or International Bank of Reconstruc-
tion and Development.’’

(b) Section 286dd of title 22, United States
Code, is amended by adding the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(3) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR INTER-
NATIONAL BAILOUTS.—The Secretary of the
Treasury shall instruct the Executive Direc-
tor of the United States to the International
Monetary Fund and the Executive Director
of the United States of the International Re-
construction and Development to oppose and
vote against any proposal to establish an
emergency financing mechanism as proposed
by Group of Seven Nations in Halifax, Nova
Scotia on June 16, 1995.’’

KASSEBAUM (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1906

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mrs. KASSEBAUM (for herself, Mr.

BINGAMAN, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. JEFFORDS,
Mr. LEAHY, Ms. MIKULSKI, Ms.
MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr.
PACKWOOD, Ms. SNOWE, and Mr. SIMP-
SON) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new sections:
SEC. . ELIGIBILITY OF NONGOVERNMENTAL

AND MULTILATERAL ORGANIZA-
TIONS.

(a) PROHIBITIONS.—None of the funds made
available by the United States Government
to foreign governments, international orga-
nizations, or nongovernmental organizations
may be used to coerce any person to undergo
sterilization or abortion or to accept any
other method of fertility regulation. Nothing
in this section alters existing statutory pro-
hibitions against the use of United States
funds for the performance of abortion.

(b) DETERMINATIONS OF ELIGIBILITY.—In de-
termining eligibility for United States popu-
lation assistance, the President shall not
subject nongovernmental and multilateral
organizations to requirements which are
more restrictive than the requirements ap-
plicable to foreign governments for such as-
sistance.

SMITH AMENDMENT NO. 1907
(Ordered to lie on the table.)

Mr. SMITH submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:
SEC. . LIMITATIONS ON THE USE OF FUNDS FOR

DIPLOMATIC FACILITIES IN VIET-
NAM.

None of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available by this Act may be obli-
gated or expended to pay for any cost in-
curred for (1) opening or operating any Unit-
ed States diplomatic or consular post in the
Socialist Republic of Vietnam that was not
operating on July 11, 1995; (2) expanding any
United States diplomatic or consular post in
the Socialist Republic of Vietnam that was
operating on July 11, 1995; or (3) increasing
the total number of personnel assigned to
United States diplomatic or consular posts
in the Socialist Republic of Vietnam above
the levels existing on July 11, 1995.

DOLE AMENDMENT NO. 1908
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. DOLE submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. . SENSE OF SENATE REGARDING EXCLU-

SION OF FIDEL CASTRO FROM THE
UNITED STATES.

It is the sense of the Senate that the Presi-
dent should exercise his authority to control
immigration into the United States to direct
the Attorney General not to waive United
States immigration laws to allow the entry
of Fidel Castro into the United States for
any purpose, including attendance at an
United Nations function.

DOLE AMENDMENT NO. 1909
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. DOLE submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 60, between lines 7 and 8, insert
the following:
SEC. 207. RESTRICTIONS ON PAYMENTS OF

FUNDS TO UNITED NATIONS SPE-
CIALIZED AGENCIES.

None of the funds made available under
any provision of law for assessed or vol-
untary contributions to a specialized agency
of the United Nations may be paid to such
agency unless the Secretary of State submits
a report to Congress containing—

(1) a determination that the purposes and
activities of the agency are of sufficient ben-
efit to United States citizens to merit United
States payments to the agency;

(2) a listing of specific benefits received by
United States citizens from the agency;

(3) a determination that the agency has re-
ceived an unqualified audit from the United
Nations Board of External Auditors in its
most recent audit; and

(4) a determination that the agency em-
ploys the percentage of United States citi-
zens called for in the United Nations’ geo-
graphic distribution formulas for profes-
sional staff and for all other staff positions.

DOLE AMENDMENT NO. 1910
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. DOLE submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert:
TITLE ll—ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMIS-

SION TO REVIEW WTO DISPUTE SETTLE-
MENT REPORTS

SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘WTO Dis-

pute Settlement Review Commission Act’’.
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SEC. ll02. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS AND

PURPOSE.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-

lowing:
(1) The United States joined the WTO as an

original member with the goal of creating an
improved global trading system and provid-
ing expanded economic opportunities for
United States firms and workers, while pre-
serving United States sovereignty.

(2) The American people must receive as-
surances that United States sovereignty will
be protected, and United States interests
will be advanced, within the global trading
system which the WTO will oversee.

(3) The WTO’s dispute settlement rules are
meant to enhance the likelihood that gov-
ernments will observe their WTO obliga-
tions, and thus help ensure that the United
States will reap the full benefits of its par-
ticipation in the WTO.

(4) United States support for the WTO de-
pends on obtaining mutual trade benefits
through the openness of foreign markets and
the maintenance of effective United States
and WTO remedies against unfair or other-
wise harmful trade practices.

(5) Congress passed the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act based on its understanding
that effective trade remedies would not be
eroded. These remedies are essential to con-
tinue the process of opening foreign markets
to imports of goods and services and to pre-
vent harm to American industry and agri-
culture.

(6) In particular, WTO dispute settlement
panels and the Appellate Body should—

(A) operate with fairness and in an impar-
tial manner;

(B) not add to the obligations, or diminish
the rights, of WTO members under the Uru-
guay Round Agreements; and

(C) observe the terms of reference and any
applicable WTO standard of review.

(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this title
to provide for the establishment of the WTO
Dispute Settlement Review Commission to
achieve the objectives described in sub-
section (a)(6).
SEC. ll03. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a
commission to be known as the WTO Dispute
Settlement Review Commission (hereafter in
this title referred to as the ‘‘Commission’’).

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—
(1) COMPOSITION.—The Commission shall be

composed of 5 members all of whom shall be
judges of the Federal judicial circuits and
shall be appointed by the President, after
consultation with the Majority Leader and
Minority Leader of the House of Representa-
tives, the Majority Leader and Minority
Leader of the Senate, the chairman and
ranking member of the Committee on Ways
and Means of the House of Representatives,
and the chairman and ranking member of
the Committee on Finance of the Senate.

(2) DATE.—The appointments of the initial
members of the Commission shall be made
no later than 90 days after the date of the en-
actment of this title.

(c) PERIOD OF APPOINTMENT; VACANCIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Members of the Commis-

sion first appointed shall each be appointed
for a term of 5 years. After the initial 5-year
term, 3 members of the Commission shall be
appointed for terms of 3 years and the re-
maining 2 members shall be appointed for
terms of 2 years.

(2) VACANCIES.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Any vacancy on the Com-

mission shall not affect its powers, but shall
be filled in the same manner as the original
appointment and shall be subject to the
same conditions as the original appointment.

(B) UNEXPIRED TERM.—An individual cho-
sen to fill a vacancy shall be appointed for
the unexpired term of the member replaced.

(d) INITIAL MEETING.—No later than 30 days
after the date on which all members of the
Commission have been appointed, the Com-
mission shall hold its first meeting.

(e) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall meet
at the call of the Chairperson.

(f) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of
the Commission shall constitute a quorum,
but a lesser number of members may hold
hearings.

(g) AFFIRMATIVE DETERMINATIONS.—An af-
firmative vote by a majority of the members
of the Commission shall be required for any
affirmative determination by the Commis-
sion under section ll04.

(h) CHAIRPERSON AND VICE CHAIRPERSON.—
The Commission shall select a Chairperson
and Vice Chairperson from among its mem-
bers.
SEC. ll04. DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION.

(a) REVIEW OF WTO DISPUTE SETTLEMENT
REPORTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall re-
view—

(A) all adverse reports of dispute settle-
ment panels and the Appellate Body which
are—

(i) adopted by the Dispute Settlement
Body, and

(ii) the result of a proceeding initiated
against the United States by a WTO member;
and

(B) upon the request of the Trade Rep-
resentative, any adverse report of a dispute
settlement panel or the Appellate Body—

(i) which is adopted by the Dispute Settle-
ment Body, and

(ii) in which the United States is a com-
plaining party.

(2) SCOPE OF REVIEW.—With respect to any
report the Commission reviews under para-
graph (1), the Commission shall determine in
connection with each adverse finding wheth-
er the panel or the Appellate Body, as the
case may be—

(A) demonstrably exceeded its authority or
its terms of reference;

(B) added to the obligations, or diminished
the rights, of the United States under the
Uruguay Round Agreement which is the sub-
ject of the report;

(C) acted arbitrarily or capriciously, en-
gaged in misconduct, or demonstrably de-
parted from the procedures specified for pan-
els and the Appellate Body in the applicable
Uruguay Round Agreement; and

(D) deviated from the applicable standard
of review, including in antidumping or coun-
tervailing duty cases, the standard of review
set forth in Article 17.6 of the Agreement on
Implementation of Article VI of the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 1994.

(3) AFFIRMATIVE DETERMINATION.—The
Commission shall make an affirmative deter-
mination under this paragraph with respect
to the action of a panel or the Appellate
Body, if the Commission determines that—

(A) any of the matters described in sub-
paragraph (A), (B), (C), or (D) of paragraph
(2) has occurred; and

(B) the action of the panel or the Appellate
Body materially affected the outcome of the
report of the panel or Appellate Body.

(b) DETERMINATION; REPORT.—
(1) DETERMINATION.—No later than 120 days

after the date on which a report of a panel or
the Appellate Body described in subsection
(a)(1) is adopted by the Dispute Settlement
Body, the Commission shall make a written
determination with respect to the matters
described in paragraphs (2) and (3) of sub-
section (a).

(2) REPORTS.—The Commission shall
promptly report the determinations de-
scribed in paragraph (1) to the Committee on
Ways and Means of the House of Representa-
tives, the Committee on Finance of the Sen-

ate, each Member of the Congress, and the
Trade Representative.
SEC. ll05. POWERS OF THE COMMISSION.

(a) HEARINGS.—The Commission may hold
a public hearing to solicit views concerning
a report of a dispute settlement panel or the
Appellate Body described in section
ll04(a)(1), if the Commission considers such
hearing to be necessary to carry out the pur-
pose of this title. The Commission shall pro-
vide reasonable notice of a hearing held pur-
suant to this subsection.

(b) INFORMATION FROM INTERESTED PARTIES
AND FEDERAL AGENCIES.—

(1) NOTICE OF PANEL OR APPELLATE BODY RE-
PORT.—The Trade Representative shall ad-
vise the Commission no later than 5 days
after the date the Dispute Settlement Body
adopts a report of a panel or the Appellate
Body that is to be reviewed by the Commis-
sion under section ll04(a)(1).

(2) SUBMISSIONS AND REQUESTS FOR INFOR-
MATION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall
promptly publish notice of the advice re-
ceived from the Trade Representative in the
Federal Register, along with notice of an op-
portunity for interested parties to submit
written comments to the Commission. The
Commission shall make comments submit-
ted pursuant to the preceding sentence avail-
able to the public.

(B) INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES
AND DEPARTMENTS.—The Commission may
also secure directly from any Federal depart-
ment or agency such information as the
Commission considers necessary to carry out
the provisions of this title. Upon the request
of the Chairperson of the Commission, the
head of such department or agency shall fur-
nish the information requested to the Com-
mission.

(3) ACCESS TO PANEL AND APPELLATE BODY
DOCUMENTS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Trade Representative
shall make available to the Commission all
submissions and relevant documents relating
to a report of a panel or the Appellate Body
described in section ll04(a)(1), including
any information contained in such submis-
sions identified by the provider of the infor-
mation as proprietary information or infor-
mation designated as confidential by a for-
eign government.

(B) PUBLIC ACCESS.—Any document which
the Trade Representative submits to the
Commission shall be available to the public,
except information which is identified as
proprietary or confidential.

(c) ASSISTANCE FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES;
CONFIDENTIALITY.—

(1) ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANCE.—Any
agency or department of the United States
that is designated by the President shall pro-
vide administrative services, funds, facili-
ties, staff, or other support services to the
Commission to assist the Commission with
the performance of the Commission’s func-
tions.

(2) CONFIDENTIALITY.—The Commission
shall protect from disclosure any document
or information submitted to it by a depart-
ment or agency of the United States which
the agency or department requests be kept
confidential. The Commission shall not be
considered to be an agency for purposes of
section 552 of title 5, United States Code.
SEC. ll06. REVIEW OF DISPUTE SETTLEMENT

PROCEDURES AND PARTICIPATION
IN THE WTO.

(a) AFFIRMATIVE REPORT BY COMMISSION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Commission makes

an affirmative decision under section
ll04(a)(3), the President shall undertake
negotiations to amend or modify the rules
and procedures of the Uruguay Round Agree-
ment to which such affirmative decision re-
lates.
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(2) 3 AFFIRMATIVE REPORTS BY COMMIS-

SION.—If a joint resolution described in sub-
section (b) is enacted into law pursuant to
the provisions of subsection (c), the approval
of the Congress, provided for under section
101(a) of the Uruguay Round Agreements
Act, of the WTO Agreement shall cease to be
effective in accordance with the provisions
of the joint resolution.

(b) JOINT RESOLUTION DESCRIBED.—For pur-
poses of subsection (a)(2), a joint resolution
is described in this paragraph if it is a joint
resolution of the 2 Houses of Congress and
the matter after the resolving clause of such
joint resolution is as follows: ‘‘That, in light
of the 3 affirmative reports submitted to the
Congress by the WTO Dispute Settlement
Review Commission during the preceding 5-
year period, and the failure to remedy the
problems identified in the reports through
negotiations, it is no longer in the overall
national interest of the United States to be
a member of the WTO, and accordingly the
Congress withdraws its approval, provided
under section 101(a) of the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act, of the WTO Agreement as
defined in section 2(9) of that Act.’’.

(c) PROCEDURAL PROVISIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of this

subsection are met if—
(A) the joint resolution is enacted in ac-

cordance with this subsection, and—
(B) the Commission has submitted 3 af-

firmative reports pursuant to section
ll04(b)(2) during a 5-year period, and the
Congress adopts and transmits the joint res-
olution to the President before the end of the
90-day period (excluding any day described in
section 154(b) of the Trade Act of 1974) begin-
ning on the date on which the Congress re-
ceives the third such affirmative report.

(2) PRESIDENTIAL VETO.—In any case in
which the President vetoes the joint resolu-
tion, the requirements of this subsection are
met if each House of Congress votes to over-
ride that veto on or before the later of the
last day of the 90-day period referred to in
subparagraph (B) of paragraph (1), or the last
day of the 15-day period (excluding any day
described in section 154(b) of the Trade Act
of 1974) beginning on the date on which the
Congress receives the veto message from the
President.

(3) INTRODUCTION.—
(A) TIME.—A joint resolution to which this

section applies may be introduced at any
time on or after the date on which the Com-
mission transmits to the Congress an affirm-
ative report pursuant to section ll04(b)(2),
and before the end of the 90-day period re-
ferred to in subparagraph (B) of paragraph
(1).

(B) ANY MEMBER MAY INTRODUCE.—A joint
resolution described in subsection (b) may be
introduced in either House of the Congress
by any Member of such House.

(4) EXPEDITED PROCEDURES.—
(A) GENERAL RULE.—Subject to the provi-

sions of this subsection, the provisions of
subsections (b), (d), (e), and (f) of section 152
of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2192(b), (d),
(e), and (f)) apply to joint resolutions de-
scribed in subsection (b) to the same extent
as such provisions apply to resolutions under
such section.

(B) REPORT OR DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE.—
If the committee of either House to which a
joint resolution has been referred has not re-
ported it by the close of the 45th day after its
introduction (excluding any day described in
section 154(b) of the Trade Act of 1974), such
committee shall be automatically discharged
from further consideration of the joint reso-
lution and it shall be placed on the appro-
priate calendar.

(C) FINANCE AND WAYS AND MEANS COMMIT-
TEES.—It is not in order for—

(i) the Senate to consider any joint resolu-
tion unless it has been reported by the Com-
mittee on Finance or the committee has
been discharged under subparagraph (B); or

(ii) the House of Representatives to con-
sider any joint resolution unless it has been
reported by the Committee on Ways and
Means or the committee has been discharged
under subparagraph (B).

(D) SPECIAL RULE FOR HOUSE.—A motion in
the House of Representatives to proceed to
the consideration of a joint resolution may
only be made on the second legislative day
after the calendar day on which the Member
making the motion announces to the House
his or her intention to do so.

(5) CONSIDERATION OF SECOND RESOLUTION
NOT IN ORDER.—It shall not be in order in ei-
ther the House of Representatives or the
Senate to consider a joint resolution (other
than a joint resolution received from the
other House), if that House has previously
adopted a joint resolution under this section
relating to the same matter.

(d) RULES OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
AND SENATE.—This section is enacted by the
Congress—

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate, respectively, and as such is deemed a
part of the rules of each House, respectively,
and such procedures supersede other rules
only to the extent that they are inconsistent
with such other rules; and

(2) with the full recognition of the con-
stitutional right of either House to change
the rules (so far as relating to the procedures
of that House) at any time, in the same man-
ner, and to the same extent as any other rule
of that House.
SEC. ll07. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this title:
(1) AFFIRMATIVE REPORT.—The term ‘‘af-

firmative report’’ means a report described
in section ll04(b)(2) which contains affirm-
ative determinations made by the Commis-
sion under paragraph (3) of section ll04(a).

(2) ADVERSE FINDING.—The term ‘‘adverse
finding’’ means—

(A) in a panel or Appellate Body proceed-
ing initiated against the United States, a
finding by the panel or the Appellate Body
that any law or regulation of, or application
thereof by, the United States is inconsistent
with the obligations of the United States
under a Uruguay Round Agreement (or nul-
lifies or impairs benefits accruing to a WTO
member under such an Agreement); or

(B) in a panel or Appellate Body proceeding
in which the United States is a complaining
party, any finding by the panel or the Appel-
late Body that a measure of the party com-
plained against is not inconsistent with that
party’s obligations under a Uruguay Round
Agreement (or does not nullify or impair
benefits accruing to the United States under
such an Agreement).

(3) APPELLATE BODY.—The term ‘‘Appellate
Body’’ means the Appellate Body established
by the Dispute Settlement Body pursuant to
Article 17.1 of the Dispute Settlement Under-
standing.

(4) DISPUTE SETTLEMENT PANEL; PANEL.—
The terms ‘‘dispute settlement panel’’ and
‘‘panel’’ mean a panel established pursuant
to Article 6 of the Dispute Settlement Un-
derstanding.

(5) DISPUTE SETTLEMENT BODY.—The term
‘‘Dispute Settlement Body’’ means the Dis-
pute Settlement Body established pursuant
to the Dispute Settlement Understanding.

(6) DISPUTE SETTLEMENT UNDERSTANDING.—
The term ‘‘Dispute Settlement Understand-
ing’’ means the Understanding on Rules and
Procedures Governing the Settlement of Dis-
putes referred to in section 101(d)(16) of the
Uruguay Round Agreements Act.

(7) TERMS OF REFERENCE.—The term ‘‘terms
of reference’’ has the meaning given such
term in the Dispute Settlement Understand-
ing.

(8) TRADE REPRESENTATIVE.—The term
‘‘Trade Representative’’ means the United
States Trade Representative.

(9) URUGUAY ROUND AGREEMENT.—The term
‘‘Uruguay Round Agreement’’ means any of
the Agreements described in section 101(d) of
the Uruguay Round Agreements Act.

(10) WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION; WTO.—The
terms ‘‘World Trade Organization’’ and
‘‘WTO’’ mean the organization established
pursuant to the WTO Agreement.

(11) WTO AGREEMENT.—The term ‘‘WTO
Agreement’’ means the Agreement Estab-
lishing the World Trade Organization en-
tered into on April 15, 1994.

DOLE (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT
NO. 1911

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. DOLE (for himself, Ms. SNOWE,

and Mr. LOTT) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by them
to the bill S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 78, line 19, strike ‘‘subparagraph
(B)’’ and insert ‘‘subparagraphs (B) and (C)’’.

On page 79, line 5, strike ‘‘The’’ and insert
‘‘Subject to paragraph (3), the’’.

On page 81, between lines 2 and 3, insert
the following new paragraph:

(3) In addition to the requirements of para-
graph (2), the authorization of appropria-
tions under paragraph (1) shall take effect
only after the Secretary of State determines
and certifies to the appropriate congres-
sional committees that no funds made avail-
able to the Department of State were obli-
gated or expended for United States partici-
pation in the United Nations Fourth World
Conference on Women while Harry Wu, a
United States citizen, was detained by the
People’s Republic of China.

DOLE (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT
NO. 1912

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. DOLE (for himself, Ms. SNOWE,

and Mr. LOTT) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by them
to the bill S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 78, line 19, strike ‘‘subparagraph
(B)’’ and insert ‘‘subparagraphs (B) and (C)’’.

On page 79, line 5, strike ‘‘The’’ and insert
‘‘Subject to paragraph (3), the’’.

On page 81, line 3, add the following:
(c) FURTHER CONDITIONAL AUTHORITY.—
(1) Of the funds authorized to be appro-

priated for fiscal year 1996, in (a), $3,500,000
shall be withheld from obligation until the
Secretary of State certifies to the appro-
priate congressional committees, with re-
spect to the United Nations Fourth World
Conference on Women being held in Beijing,
that no funds available to the Department of
State were obligated or expended for United
States participation in the United Nations
Fourth World Conference on Women while
Harry Wu, a United States citizen, was de-
tained by the People’s Republic of China.

(2) If the Secretary of State cannot make
the certification in Section 301(c)(1), the
withheld funds shall be returned to the U.S.
Treasury.

DOLE AMENDMENT NO. 1913

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. DOLE submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 908, supra; as follows:
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On page 60, between lines 7 and 8, insert

the following:
Of the funds authorized to be appropriated

for fiscal year 1996 under section 201 of this
Act, $100,000,000 shall be withheld from obli-
gation and expenditure until the President
certifies that Libya will not be granted
membership of any type on the United Na-
tions Security Council in fiscal year 1996.

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1914

Mr. HELMS proposed an amendment
to the bill S. 908, supra; as follows:

Beginning on page 11, strike line 14 and all
that follows through line 4 on page 12.

On page 13, strike lines 6 through 12 and in-
sert the following:
SEC. 121. LEASE-PURCHASE OF OVERSEAS PROP-

ERTY.
(a) AUTHORITY FOR LEASE-PURCHASE.—Sub-

ject to subsections (b) and (c), the Secretary
is authorized to acquire by lease-purchase
such properties as are described in sub-
section (b), if—

(1) the Secretary of State, and
(2) the Director of the Office of Manage-

ment and Budget,
certify and notify the appropriate commit-
tees of Congress that the lease-purchase ar-
rangement will result in a net cost savings
to the Federal government when compared
to a lease, a direct purchase, or direct con-
struction of comparable property.

(b) LOCATIONS AND LIMITATIONS.—The au-
thority granted in subsection (a) may be ex-
ercised only—

(1) to acquire appropriate housing for De-
partment of State personnel stationed
abroad and for the acquisition of other facili-
ties, in locations in which the United States
has a diplomatic mission; and

(2) during fiscal years 1996 through 1999.
(c) AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDING.—Funds for

lease-purchase arrangements made pursuant
to subsection (a) shall be available from
amounts appropriated under the authority of
section 111(a)(3) (relating to the Acquisition
and Maintenance of Buildings Abroad’’ ac-
count).

Beginning on page 18, strike line 1 and all
that follows through line 2 on page 21 and in-
sert the following:
SEC. ll. DIPLOMATIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS

SERVICE PROGRAM OFFICE.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings:
(1) The Diplomatic Telecommunications

Service Program Office (hereafter in this
section referred to as ‘‘DTS–PO’’) has made
significant enhancements to upgrade the
worldwide DTS network with high speed,
high capacity circuitry as well as improve-
ments at United States embassies and con-
sulates to enhance utilization of the net-
work.

(2) Notwithstanding the improvements
that the DTS–PO has made to the DTS net-
work, the current management structure
needs to be strengthened to provide a clearly
delineated, accountable management author-
ity for the DTS–PO and the DTS network.

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.—No later than three
months after the date of enactment of this
Act, the two agencies providing the greatest
funding to DTS–PO shall submit to the ap-
propriate committees of Congress—

(1) a DTS–PO management plan—
(A) setting forth the organization, mission

and functions of each major element of the
DTS–PO; and

(B) designating an entity at each overseas
post, or providing a mechanism for the des-
ignation of such an entity, which will be re-
sponsible for the day-to-day administration
of the DTS–PO operations; and

(2) a DTS–PO strategic plan containing—

(A) future customer requirements, vali-
dated by the DTS customer organizations;

(B) a system configuration for the DTS
network which will meet the future tele-
communications needs of the DTS customer
agencies;

(C) a funding profile to achieve the system
configuration for the DTS network;

(D) a transition strategy to move to the
system configuration for the DTS network;

(E) a reimbursement plan to cover the di-
rect and indirect costs of operating the DTS
network; and

(F) an allocation of funds to cover the
costs projected to be incurred by each of the
agencies or other entities utilizing DTS to
maintain DTS, to upgrade DTS, and to pro-
vide for future demands for DTS.

(c) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term ‘‘appropriate committees of Con-
gress’’ means the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, and the Committee on Appropriations
of the Senate and the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence, the Committee
on International Relations, and the Commit-
tee on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Beginning on page 47, strike line 18 and all
that follows through page 49, line 15, and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following:

‘‘(ii) As used in this subparagraph:
‘‘(I) CONFISCATED.—The term ‘‘confiscated’’

refers to—
‘‘(aa) the nationalization, expropriation, or

other seizure of ownership or control of prop-
erty, on or after January 1, 1959—

‘‘(AA) without the property having been
returned or adequate and effective com-
pensation provided or in violation of the law
of the place where the property was situated
when the confiscation occurred; or

‘‘(BB) without the claim to the property
having been settled pursuant to an inter-
national claims settlement agreement or
other recognized settlement procedure; or

‘‘(bb) the repudiation of, the default on, or
the failure to pay, on or after January 1,
1959—

‘‘(AA) a debt by any enterprise which has
been confiscated;

‘‘(BB) a debt which is a charge on property
confiscated; or

‘‘(CC) a debt incurred in satisfaction or set-
tlement of a confiscated property claim.

‘‘(II) PROPERTY.—The term ‘‘property’’
means any property, whether real, personal,
or mixed, and any present, future, or contin-
gent right or security of other interest
therein, including any leasehold interest.

‘‘(III) TRAFFIC.—The term ‘‘traffic’’ means
that a person knowingly and intentionally—

‘‘(aa) sells, transfers, distributes, dis-
penses, brokers, manages, or otherwise dis-
poses of confiscated property, or purchases,
leases, receives, obtains control of, manages,
uses, or otherwise acquires an interest in
confiscated property;

‘‘(bb) engages in a commercial activity
using or otherwise benefitting from a con-
fiscated property; or

‘‘(cc) causes, directs, participates in, or
profits from, activities of another person de-
scribed in subclause (aa) or (bb), or otherwise
engages in the activities described in
subclause (aa) or (bb)
without the authorization of the national of
the United States who holds a claim to the
property.

On page 50, between lines 14 and 15, insert
the following new subsection:

(c) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—(1) The Unit-
ed States Embassy in each country shall pro-
vide to the Secretary of State a report list-
ing those foreign nationals who have con-
fiscated, converted, or trafficked in property
the claim to which is held by a United States

national and in which the confiscation claim
has not been fully resolved.

(2) Beginning six months after the date of
enactment of this Act, and every year there-
after, the Secretary of State shall submit to
the appropriate congressional committees a
list of those foreign nationals who—

(A) have confiscated, converted, or traf-
ficked in property the claim to which is held
by a United States national and in which the
confiscation claim has not been fully re-
solved; and

(B) have been excluded from entry into the
United States.

On page 58, line 10, insert ‘‘and’’ after ‘‘op-
erations;’’.

On page 58, strike lines 13 through 15.
On page 58, line 8, insert ‘‘relevant’’ after

‘‘all’’;’’.
On page 59, line 9, strike ‘‘has provided,

and’’.
On page 59, beginning on line 19, strike

‘‘for’’ and all that follows through ‘‘there-
after,’’ on line 20 and insert ‘‘under this Act
for each of the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998,
and 1999’’.

On page 104, between lines 16 and 17, insert
the following new sections:
SEC. 420. MANSFIELD FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM

REQUIREMENTS.
Section 253(4)(B) of the Foreign Relations

Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995
(22 U.S.C. 6102(4)(B)) is amended by striking
‘‘certain’’ and inserting the following: ‘‘,
under criteria established by the Mansfield
Center for Pacific Affairs, certain allowances
and benefits not to exceed the amount of
equivalent’’.
SEC. 421. DISTRIBUTION WITHIN THE UNITED

STATES OF THE UNITED STATES IN-
FORMATION AGENCY FILM ENTI-
TLED ‘‘THE FRAGILE RING OF LIFE’’.

Notwithstanding section 208 of the Foreign
Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years
1986 and 1987 (22 U.S.C. 1461–1(a)) and the sec-
ond sentence of section 501 of the United
States Information and Education Act of
1948 (22 U.S.C. 1461), the Director of the Unit-
ed States Information Agency may make
available for distribution within the United
States the documentary entitled ‘‘The Frag-
ile Ring of Life’’, a film about coral reefs
around the world.

On page 107, strike lines 3 through 6.
On page 107, line 7, strike ‘‘(4)’’ and insert

‘‘(3)’’
On page 107, line 11, strike ‘‘(5)’’ and insert

‘‘(4)’’.
On page 107, line 15, strike ‘‘(6)’’ and insert

‘‘(5)’’.
On page 107, line 20, strike ‘‘(7)’’ and insert

‘‘(6)’’.
On page 107, line 22, strike ‘‘(8)’’ and insert

‘‘(7)’’.
On page 112, strike lines 19 through 22.
On page 112, line 23, strike ‘‘(7)’’ and insert

‘‘(6)’’.
On page 118, strike line 1 and all that fol-

lows through line 11 on page 121.
On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-

ing:
SEC. 618. MIDDLE EAST PEACE FACILITATION

ACT OF 1995.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be

cited as the ‘‘Middle East Peace Facilitation
Act of 1995’’.

(b) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) the Palestine Liberation Organization

(in this section referred to as the ‘‘PLO’’) has
recognized the State of Israel’s right to exist
in peace and security; accepted United Na-
tions Security Council Resolutions 242 and
338; committed itself to the peace process
and peaceful coexistence with Israel, free
from violence and all other acts which en-
danger peace and stability; and assumed re-
sponsibility over all PLO elements and per-
sonnel in order to assure their compliance,
prevent violations, and discipline violators;
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(2) Israel has recognized the PLO as the

representative of the Palestinian people;
(3) Israel and the PLO signed a Declaration

of Principles on Interim Self-Government
Arrangements (in this section referred to as
the ‘‘Declaration of Principles’’) on Septem-
ber 13, 1993, at the White House;

(4) Israel and the PLO signed an Agree-
ment on the Gaza Strip and the Jericho Area
(in this section referred to as the ‘‘Gaza-Jeri-
cho Agreement’’) on May 4, 1994, which es-
tablished a Palestinian Authority for the
Gaza and Jericho areas;

(5) Israel and the PLO signed an Agree-
ment on Preparatory Transfer of Powers and
Responsibilities (in this section referred to
as the ‘‘Early Empowerment Agreement’’) on
August 29, 1994, which provided for the trans-
fer to the Palestinian Authority of certain
powers and responsibilities in the West Bank
outside of the Jericho Area;

(6) under the terms of the Declaration of
Principles, the Gaza-Jericho Agreement and
the Early Empowerment Agreement, the
powers and responsibilities of the Palestin-
ian Authority are to be assumed by an elect-
ed Palestinian Council with jurisdiction in
the West Bank and Gaza Strip in accordance
with the Interim Agreement to be concluded
between Israel and the PLO;

(7) permanent status negotiations relating
to the West Bank and Gaza Strip are sched-
uled to begin by May 1996;

(8) the Congress has, since the conclusion
of the Declaration of Principles and the
PLO’s renunciation of terrorism, provided
authorities to the President to suspend cer-
tain statutory restrictions relating to the
PLO, subject to Presidential certifications
that the PLO has continued to abide by com-
mitments made in and in connection with or
resulting from the good faith implementa-
tion of, the Declaration of Principles;

(9) the PLO commitments relevant to Pres-
idential certifications have included com-
mitments to renounce and condemn terror-
ism, to submit to the Palestinian National
Council for formal approval the necessary
changes to those articles of the Palestinian
Covenant which call for Israel’s destruction,
and to prevent acts of terrorism and hos-
tilities against Israel; and

(10) the President, in exercising the au-
thorities described in paragraph (8), has cer-
tified to the Congress on four occasions that
the PLO was abiding by its relevant commit-
ments.

(c) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that although the PLO has re-
cently shown improvement in its efforts to
fulfill its commitments, the PLO must do far
more to demonstrate an irrevocable denun-
ciation of terrorism and ensure a peaceful
settlement of the Middle East dispute, and in
particular the PLO must—

(1) submit to the Palestine National Coun-
cil for formal approval the necessary
changes to those articles of the Palestinian
National Covenant which call for Israel’s de-
struction;

(2) make greater efforts to preempt acts of
terror, to discipline violators, and to con-
tribute to stemming the violence that has
resulted in the deaths of 123 Israeli citizens
since the signing of the Declaration of Prin-
ciples;

(3) prohibit participation in its activities
and in the Palestinian Authority and its suc-
cessors by any groups or individuals which
continue to promote and commit acts of ter-
rorism;

(4) cease all anti-Israel rhetoric, which po-
tentially undermines the peace process;

(5) confiscate all unlicensed weapons and
restrict the issuance of licenses to those
with legitimate need;

(6) transfer any person, and cooperate in
transfer proceedings relating to any person,
accused by Israel of acts of terrorism; and

(7) respect civil liberties, human rights and
democratic norms.

(d) AUTHORITY TO SUSPEND CERTAIN PROVI-
SIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),
beginning on the date of enactment of this
Act and for 18 months thereafter the Presi-
dent may suspend for a period of not more
than 6 months at a time any provision of law
specified in paragraph (4). Any such suspen-
sion shall cease to be effective after 6
months, or at such earlier date as the Presi-
dent may specify.

(2) CONDITIONS.—
(A) CONSULTATIONS.—Prior to each exercise

of the authority provided in paragraph (1) or
certification pursuant to paragraph (3), the
President shall consult with the relevant
congressional committees. The President
may not exercise that authority to make
such certification until 30 days after a writ-
ten policy justification is submitted to the
relevant congressional committees.

(B) PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFICATION.—The
President may exercise the authority pro-
vided in paragraph (1) only if the President
certifies to the relevant congressional com-
mittees each time he exercises such author-
ity that—

(i) it is in the national interest of the Unit-
ed States to exercise such authority;

(ii) the PLO continues to comply with all
the commitments described in subparagraph
(D); and

(iii) funds provided pursuant to the exer-
cise of this authority and the authorities
under section 583(a) of Public Law 103–236
and section 3(a) of Public Law 103–125 have
been used for the purposes for which they
were intended.

(C) REQUIREMENT FOR CONTINUING PLO COM-
PLIANCE.—

(i) The President shall ensure that PLO
performance is continuously monitored, and
if the President at any time determines that
the PLO has not continued to comply with
all the commitments described in subpara-
graph (D), he shall so notify the appropriate
congressional committees. Any suspension
under paragraph (1) of a provision of law
specified in paragraph (4) shall cease to be ef-
fective.

(ii) Beginning six months after the date of
enactment of this Act, if the President on
the basis of the continuous monitoring of the
PLO’s performance determines that the PLO
is not complying with the requirements de-
scribed in paragraph (3), he shall so notify
the appropriate congressional committees
and no assistance shall be provided pursuant
to the exercise by the President of the au-
thority provided by paragraph (1) until such
time as the President makes the certifi-
cation provided for in paragraph (3).

(D) PLO COMMITMENTS DESCRIBED.—The
commitments referred to in subparagraphs
(B) and (C)(i) are the commitments made by
the PLO—

(i) in its letter of September 9, 1993, to the
Prime Minister of Israel and in its letter of
September 9, 1993, to the Foreign Minister of
Norway to—

(I) recognize the right of the State of Israel
to exist in peace and security;

(II) accept United Nations Security Coun-
cil Resolutions 242 and 338;

(III) renounce the use of terrorism and
other acts of violence;

(IV) assume responsibility over all PLO
elements and personnel in order to assure
their compliance, prevent violations, and
discipline violators;

(V) call upon the Palestinian people in the
West Bank and Gaza Strip to take part in
the steps leading to the normalization of life,

rejecting violence and terrorism, and con-
tributing to peace and stability; and

(VI) submit to the Palestine National
Council for formal approval the necessary
changes to the Palestinian National Cov-
enant eliminating calls for Israel’s destruc-
tion; and

(ii) in, and resulting from, the good faith
implementation of the Declaration of Prin-
ciples, including good faith implementation
of subsequent agreements with Israel, with
particular attention to the objective of pre-
venting terrorism, as reflected in the provi-
sions of the Gaza-Jericho Agreement con-
cerning—

(I) prevention of acts of terrorism and legal
measures against terrorists;

(II) abstention from and prevention of in-
citement, including hostile propaganda;

(III) operation of armed forces other than
the Palestinian Police;

(IV) possession, manufacture, sale, acquisi-
tion, or importation of weapons;

(V) employment of police who have been
convicted of serious crimes or have been
found to be actively involved in terrorist ac-
tivities subsequent to their employment;

(VI) transfers to Israel of individuals sus-
pected of, charged with, or convicted of an
offense that falls within Israeli criminal ju-
risdiction;

(VII) cooperation with the Government of
Israel in criminal matters, including co-
operation in the conduct of investigations;
and

(VIII) exercise of powers and responsibil-
ities under the agreement with due regard to
internationally accepted norms and prin-
ciples of human rights and the rule of law.

(E) POLICY JUSTIFICATION.—As part of the
President’s written policy justification to be
submitted to the relevant congressional
committees pursuant to subparagraph (A),
the President shall report on—

(i) the manner in which the PLO has com-
plied with the commitments specified in sub-
paragraph (D), including responses to indi-
vidual acts of terrorism and violence, actions
to discipline perpetrators of terror and vio-
lence, and actions to preempt acts of terror
and violence;

(ii) the extent to which the PLO has ful-
filled the requirements specified in para-
graph (3);

(iii) actions that the PLO has taken with
regard to the Arab League boycott of Israel;

(iv) the status and activities of the PLO of-
fice in the United States; and

(v) the status of United States and inter-
national assistance efforts in the areas sub-
ject to jurisdiction of the Palestinian Au-
thority or its successors.

(3) REQUIREMENT FOR CONTINUED PROVISION
OF ASSISTANCE.—Six months after the date of
enactment of this Act, no assistance shall be
provided pursuant to the exercise by the
President of the authority provided by para-
graph (1), unless and until the President de-
termines and so certifies to the Congress
that—

(A) if the Palestinian Council has been
elected and assumed its responsibilities, the
Council has, within a reasonable time, effec-
tively disavowed the articles of the Palestine
National Covenant which call for Israel’s de-
struction, unless the necessary changes to
the Covenant have already been submitted to
the Palestine National Council for formal
approval;

(B) the PLO has exercised its authority
resolutely to establish the necessary enforce-
ment institution, including laws, police, and
a judicial system, for apprehending, pros-
ecuting, convicting, and imprisoning terror-
ists;

(C) the PLO has limited participation in
the Palestinian Authority and its successors
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to individuals and groups in accordance with
the terms that may be agreed with Israel;

(D) the PLO has not provided any financial
or material assistance or training to any
group, whether or not affiliated with the
PLO to carry out actions inconsistent with
the Declaration of Principles, particularly
acts of terrorism against Israel;

(E) the PLO has cooperated in good faith
with Israeli authorities in the preemption of
acts of terrorism and in the apprehension
and trial of perpetrators of terrorist acts in
Israel, territories controlled by Israel, and
all areas subject to jurisdiction of the Pal-
estinian Authority and its successors; and

(F) the PLO has exercised its authority
resolutely to enact and implement laws re-
quiring the disarming of civilians not spe-
cifically licensed to possess or carry weap-
ons.

(4) PROVISIONS THAT MAY BE SUSPENDED.—
The provisions that may be suspended under
the authority of paragraph (1) are the follow-
ing:

(A) Section 307 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2227) as it applies with
respect to the PLO or entities associated
with it.

(B) Section 114 of the Department of State
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1984 and 1985
(22 U.S.C. 287e note) as it applies with re-
spect to the PLO or entities associated with
it.

(C) Section 1003 of the Foreign Relations
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1988 and 1989
(22 U.S.C. 5202).

(D) Section 37 of the Bretton Woods Agree-
ment Act (22 U.S.C. 286W) as it applies to the
granting to the PLO of observer status or
other official status at any meeting spon-
sored by or associated with International
Monetary Fund. As used in this subpara-
graph, the term ‘‘other official status’’ does
not include membership in the International
Monetary Fund.

(5) RELEVANT CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES
DEFINED.—As used in this subsection, the
term ‘‘relevant congressional committees’’
means—

(A) the Committee on International Rela-
tions, the Committee on Banking, Finance
and Urban Affairs, and the Committee on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives; and

(B) the Committee on Foreign Relations
and the Committee on Appropriations of the
Senate.
SEC. 619. DEFENSE DRAWDOWN FOR JORDAN.

(a) AUTHORITY.—(1) In addition to the au-
thority provided in section 506(a) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2318(a)),
the President may, for purposes of part II of
that Act, direct the drawdown for Jordan
during fiscal year 1996 of—

(A) defense articles from the stocks of the
Department of Defense;

(B) defense services from the Department;
and

(C) military education and training.
(2) The aggregate value of the articles,

services, and education and training drawn
down under paragraph (1) during fiscal year
1996 may not exceed $100,000,000.

(b) NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.—The Presi-
dent may not exercise the authority in sub-
section (a) to drawdown articles, services, or
education and training unless the President
notifies Congress of each such intended exer-
cise in accordance with the procedures for
notification of the exercise of special author-
ity set forth in section 652 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2411).

(c) FUNDING LIMITATIONS.—(1)(A) No funds
made available for the Department of De-
fense may be utilized for the purposes of the
drawdown of articles, services, and education
and training authorized under this section.

(B) For purposes of this paragraph, funds
available to the Department of Defense are
any funds derived from or available under
budget function 050.

(2) Funds may not be utilized for the pur-
poses of a drawdown under this section un-
less funds for such drawdown are specifically
made available in an appropriations Act.

Beginning on page 172, strike line 19 and
all that follows through line 5 on page 173
and insert the following:
SEC. 1110. PROCEDURES FOR COORDINATION OF

GOVERNMENT PERSONNEL AT
OVERSEAS POSTS.

(a) AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN SERVICE
ACT OF 1980.—Section 207 of the Foreign
Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 3927) is amend-
ed—

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (e); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(c)(1) In carrying out subsection (b), the
head of each department, agency, or other
entity of the executive branch of Govern-
ment shall ensure that, in coordination with
the Department of State, the approval of the
chief of mission to a foreign country is
sought on any proposed change in the size,
composition, or mandate of employees of the
respective department, agency, or entity
(other than employees under the command of
a United States area military commander) if
the employees are performing duties in that
country.

‘‘(2) In seeking the approval of the chief of
mission under paragraph (1), the head of a
department, agency, or other entity of the
executive branch of Government shall com-
ply with the procedures set forth in National
Security Decision Directive Number 38, as in
effect on June 2, 1982, and the implementing
guidelines issued thereunder.

‘‘(d) The Secretary of State, in the sole dis-
cretion of the Secretary, may accord diplo-
matic titles, privileges, and immunities to
employees of the executive branch of Gov-
ernment who are performing duties in a for-
eign country.’’.

(b) REVIEW OF PROCEDURES FOR COORDINA-
TION.—(1) The President shall conduct a re-
view of the procedures contained in National
Security Decision Directive Number 38, as in
effect on June 2, 1982, and the practices in
implementation of those procedures, to de-
termine whether the procedures and prac-
tices have been effective to enhance signifi-
cantly the coordination among the several
departments, agencies, and entities of the
executive branch of Government represented
in foreign countries.

(2) Not later than 180 days after the date of
enactment of this Act, the President shall
submit to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions of the Senate and the Committee on
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives a report containing the findings
of the review conducted under paragraph (1),
together with any recommendations for leg-
islation as the President may determine to
be necessary.

On page 208, strike lines 8 through 11 and
insert the following:
SEC. 1327. MIKE MANSFIELD FELLOWSHIPS.

Part C of title II of the Foreign Relations
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995
(22 U.S.C. 6101 et seq.) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Director of the United
States Information Agency’’ each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘Secretary of State’’;
and

(2) by striking ‘‘United States Information
Agency’’ each place it appears and inserting
‘‘Department of State’’.

Beginning on page 216, strike line 4 and all
that follows through line 22 on page 217 and
insert the following:

SEC. 1501. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING
UNITED NATIONS REFORM.

It is the sense of Congress that—
(1) the 50th anniversary of the United Na-

tions provides an important opportunity for
a comprehensive review of the strengths and
weaknesses of the United Nations and for the
identification and implementation of
changes in the United Nation that would im-
prove its ability to discharge effectively the
objectives of the United Nations set forth in
the United Nations Charter;

(2) the structure of the United Nations sys-
tem, which has evolved over 50 years, should
be subject to a comprehensive review in
order to identify the changes to the system
that will best serve the interests of the Unit-
ed States and of the international commu-
nity;

(3) the United States, as the strongest
member state of the United Nations, should
lead this comprehensive review;

(4) reforms that produce a smaller, more
focused, more efficient United Nations with
clearly defined missions are in the interest
of the United States and of the United Na-
tions;

(5) the United States should develop a uni-
fied position in support of reforms at the
United Nations that are broadly supported
by both the legislative branch and the execu-
tive branch;

(6) the need for reform of the United Na-
tions is urgent; and

(7) the failure to develop and implement
promptly a strategic reorganization of the
United Nations will result in a continued
diminution of the relevance of the United
Nations to United States foreign policy and
to international politics generally.
SEC. 1502. UNITED NATIONS REORGANIZATION

PLAN.
(a) REQUIREMENT FOR PLAN.—The President

shall submit to Congress, together with the
budget submitted pursuant to section 1105 of
title 31, United States Code, for fiscal year
1997, a plan recommending a strategic reor-
ganization of the United Nations.

(b) REQUIREMENT RELATING TO DEVELOP-
MENT.—The President shall develop the plan
in consultation with Congress.

(c) PLAN ELEMENTS.—The plan should in-
clude the elements described in section 1503
and such other recommendations as may be
necessary to achieve the efficient, cost-effec-
tive conduct of the responsibilities of the
United Nations.
SEC. 1503. CONTENTS OF REORGANIZATION

PLAN.
It is the sense of the Congress that the re-

organization plan required by section 1502(a)
should—

(1) constitute a comprehensive statement
of United States policy toward reform of the
United Nations;

(2) set forth an agenda to implement the
reforms set forth in the plan in a timely
manner;

(3) include specific proposals to achieve—
(A) a substantial reduction in the number

of agencies within the United Nations sys-
tem, including proposals to consolidate,
abolish, or restructure mechanisms for fi-
nancing agencies of the United Nations that
have a low priority;

(B) the identification and strengthening of
the core agencies of the United Nations sys-
tem that most directly serve the objectives
of the United Nations set forth in the United
Nations Charter;

(C) the increased cooperation, and the
elimination of duplication, among United
Nations agencies and programs consistent
with the principle of a unitary United Na-
tions;

(D) the consolidation of the United Nations
technical cooperation activities between the
United Nations Headquarters and the offices
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of the United Nations in Geneva, Switzer-
land, including the merger of the technical
cooperation functions of the United Nations
Development Program (UNDP), the United
Nations Population Fund (UNFPA), the
United Nations Environmental Program
(UNEP), the United Nations Industrial De-
velopment Organization (UNIDO), the Inter-
national Fund for Agricultural Development
(IFAD), the United Nations Capital Develop-
ment Fund (UNCDF), and the United Nations
Development Fund for Women (UNIFEM);

(E) the consolidation of the United Nations
emergency response mechanism by merging
the emergency functions of relevant United
Nations agencies, including the United Na-
tions Children’s Fund, the World Food Pro-
gram, and the Office of the United Nations
High Commissioner for Refugees;

(F) a substantial reduction in, or elimi-
nation of, the cost and number of inter-
national conferences sponsored by the Unit-
ed Nations;

(G) a significant strengthening of the ad-
ministrative and management capabilities of
the Secretary General of the United Nations,
including a cessation of the practice of re-
serving top Secretariat posts for citizens of
particular countries;

(H) a significant increase in the openness
to the public of the budget decision-making
procedures of the United Nations; and

(I) the establishment of a truly independ-
ent inspector general at the United Nations;

(4) include proposals to coordinate and im-
plement proposals for reform of the United
Nations such as those proposals set forth in
the communique of the 21st annual summit
of the Heads of State and Government of the
seven major industrialized nations and the
President of the European Commission at
Halifax, Nova Scotia, dated June 15–17, 1995;
and

(4) include proposals for amendments to
the United Nations Charter that would pro-
mote the efficiency, focus, and cost-effec-
tiveness of the United Nations and the abil-
ity of the United Nations to achieve the ob-
jectives of the United Nations set forth in
the United Nations Charter.

On page 218, line 15, ‘‘$30,000,000,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$3,000,000,000’’.

On page 251, below line 22, add the follow-
ing:

(g) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR BUDGET
PURPOSES.—(1) In addition to any other pay-
ments which an agency referred to in sub-
section (b) is required to make under section
4(a)(1) of the Federal Workforce Restructur-
ing Act of 1994 (Public Law 103–226; 108 Stat.
114; 5 U.S.C. 8331 note), each such agency
shall remit to the Office of Personnel Man-
agement for deposit in the Treasury to the
credit of the Civil Service Retirement and
Disability Fund an amount equal to 9 per-
cent of final basic pay of each employee of
the agency—

(A) who, on or after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, retires under section
8336(d)(2) of title 5, United States Code; and

(B) to whom a voluntary separation incen-
tive payment is paid under this section by
such agency based on that retirement.

(2) In addition to any other payments
which an agency referred to in subsection (b)
is required to make under section 4(b)(1) of
such Act in fiscal years 1996, 1997, and 1998,
each such agency shall remit to the Office of
Personnel Management for deposit in the
Treasury to the credit of the Civil Service
Retirement and Disability Fund an amount
equal to 0.5 percent of the basic pay of each
employee of the agency who, as of March 31
of such fiscal year, is subject to subchapter
III of chapter 83 or chapter 84 of title 5, Unit-
ed States Code.

(3) Notwithstanding any other provision of
this section, the head of an agency referred

to in subsection (b) may not pay voluntary
separation incentive payments under this
section unless sufficient funds are available
in the Foreign Affairs Reorganization Tran-
sition Fund to cover the cost of such pay-
ments and the amount of the remittances re-
quired of the agency under paragraphs (1)
and (2).

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1915

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:
SEC. . RESTRICTION ON U.S. GOVERNMENT OF-

FICES AND OFFICIAL U.S. GOVERN-
MENT MEETINGS IN JERUSALEM.

(1) None of the funds authorized by this or
any other Act may be obligated or expended
to create in any part of Jerusalem a new of-
fice of any department or agency of the Unit-
ed States government for the purpose of con-
ducting official business with the Palestin-
ian Authority over Gaza and Jericho or any
successor Palestinian governing entity pro-
vided for in the Israel-PLO Declaration of
Principles or subsequent agreements; and

(2) None of the funds authorized by this or
any other Act may be obligated or expended
to meet in any part of Jerusalem for the pur-
pose of conducting official United States
government business with the Palestinian
Authority over Gaza and Jericho or any suc-
cessor Palestinian governing entity provided
for in the Israel-PLO Declaration of Prin-
ciples.

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1916

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-
ing:
SEC. . PROHIBITION ON FUNDING FOR COER-

CIVE POPULATION CONTROL METH-
ODS.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law or of this Act, none of the funds author-
ized to be appropriated by this Act or any
other Act are authorized to be available for
the United Nations Population Fund
(UNFPA), unless the President certifies to
the appropriate congressional committees
that (1) the United Nations Population Fund
has terminated all activities in the People’s
Republic of China; or (2) during the 12
months preceding such certification there
have been no abortions as the result of coer-
cion associated with the family planning
policies of the national government or other
governmental entities within the People’s
Republic of China. As used in this section
the term ‘‘coercion’’ includes physical duress
or abuse, destruction or confiscation of prop-
erty, loss of means of livelihood or severe
psychological pressure.

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1917

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the end of the bill, add the following
new division:

DIVISION C—FOREIGN AID REDUCTION
SEC. 2001. SHORT TITLE.

This division may be cited as the ‘‘Foreign
Aid Reduction Act of 1995’’.

TITLE XXI—DEFENSE AND SECURITY
ASSISTANCE

CHAPTER 1—FOREIGN MILITARY
FINANCING PROGRAM

SEC. 2101. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated for

grant assistance under section 23 of the
Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2763) and
for the subsidy cost, as defined in section
502(5) of the Federal Credit Reform Act of
1990, of direct loans under such section—

(1) $3,185,000,000 for fiscal year 1996; and
(2) $3,160,000,000 for fiscal year 1997.

SEC. 2102. LOANS FOR GREECE AND TURKEY.
Of the amounts made available for fiscal

years 1996 and 1997 under section 23 of the
Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2763)—

(1) $26,620,000 shall be made available for
fiscal year 1996, and up to $26,620,000 may be
made available for fiscal year 1997, for the
subsidy cost, as defined in section 502(5) of
the Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990, of di-
rect loans for Greece; and

(2) $37,800,000 shall be made available for
fiscal year 1996, and up to $37,800,000 may be
made available for fiscal year 1997, for the
subsidy cost, as defined in section 502(5) of
the Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990, of di-
rect loans for Turkey.

CHAPTER 2—INTERNATIONAL MILITARY
EDUCATION AND TRAINING

SEC. 2121. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated

$39,781,000 for each of the fiscal years 1996
and 1997 to carry out chapter 5 of part II of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2347 et seq.).

CHAPTER 3—ANTITERRORISM
ASSISTANCE

SEC. 2131. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to

be appropriated $15,000,000 for fiscal year 1996
and $15,000,000 for fiscal year 1997 to carry
out chapter 8 of part II of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2349aa et seq.).

(b) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Amounts
authorized to be appropriated under sub-
section (a) are authorized to remain avail-
able until expended.

CHAPTER 4—NARCOTICS CONTROL
ASSISTANCE

SEC. 2141. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to

be appropriated $213,000,000 for each of the
fiscal years 1996 and 1997 to carry out chapter
8 of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291 et seq.).

(b) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Amounts
authorized to be appropriated under sub-
section (a) are authorized to remain avail-
able until expended.

CHAPTER 5—PEACEKEEPING
OPERATIONS

SEC. 2151. PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS.
Section 552(a) of the Foreign Assistance

Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2348a(a)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(a) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the President to carry out the pur-
poses of this chapter, in addition to amounts
otherwise available for such purposes,
$40,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 and $35,000,000
for fiscal year 1997.’’.

TITLE XXII—TRADE AND EXPORT
DEVELOPMENT

SEC. 2201. TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT AGENCY.
(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

Section 661(f)(1) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2421(f)(1)) is amended to
read as follows: ‘‘There are authorized to be
appropriated to the President for purposes of
this section, in addition to funds otherwise
available for such purposes, $67,000,000 for fis-
cal year 1996 and $75,000,000 for fiscal year
1997.’’.
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(b) AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-

tion 661(f) of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2421(f)) is
amended by striking paragraph (2) and in-
serting the following:

‘‘(2) AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Amounts appropriated pursuant to para-
graph (1) are authorized to remain available
until expended.’’.
TITLE XXIII—PRIVATE SECTOR, ECO-

NOMIC, AND DEVELOPMENT ASSIST-
ANCE

CHAPTER 1—PRIVATE SECTOR
ENTERPRISE FUNDS

SEC. 2301. SUPPORT FOR PRIVATE SECTOR EN-
TERPRISE FUNDS.

Chapter 1 of part III of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 is amended by inserting
after section 601 (22 U.S.C. 2351) the following
new section:
‘‘SEC. 601A. PRIVATE SECTOR ENTERPRISE

FUNDS.
‘‘(a) AUTHORITY.—(1) The President may

provide funds and support to Enterprise
Funds designated in accordance with sub-
section (b) that are or have been established
for the purposes of promoting—

‘‘(A) development of the private sectors of
eligible countries, including small busi-
nesses, the agricultural sector, and joint
ventures with United States and host coun-
try participants; and

‘‘(B) policies and practices conducive to
private sector development in eligible coun-
tries;
on the same basis as funds and support may
be provided with respect to Enterprise Funds
for Poland and Hungary under the Support
for East European Democracy (SEED) Act of
1989.

‘‘(2) Funds may be made available under
this section notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law.

‘‘(b) COUNTRIES ELIGIBLE FOR ENTERPRISE
FUNDS.—(1) Except as provided in paragraph
(2), the President is authorized to designate
a private, nonprofit organization as eligible
to receive funds and support pursuant to this
section with respect to any country eligible
to receive assistance under part I of this Act
in the same manner and with the same limi-
tations as set forth in section 201(d) of the
Support for East European Democracy
(SEED) Act of 1989.

‘‘(2)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph
(B), the authority of paragraph (1) shall not
apply to any country with respect to which
the President is authorized to designate an
enterprise fund under section 498B(c) of this
Act or section 201 of the Support for East Eu-
ropean Democracy (SEED) Act of 1989.

‘‘(B) The prohibition of subparagraph (A)
shall not apply to the Trans-Caucasus Enter-
prise Fund established under subsection (c).

‘‘(c) TRANS-CAUCASUS ENTERPRISE FUND.—
The President shall designate a private, non-
profit organization under subsection (b) to
carry out this section with respect to the
Trans-Caucasus region of the former Soviet
Union. Such organization shall be known as
the ‘Trans-Caucasus Enterprise Fund’.

‘‘(d) TREATMENT EQUIVALENT TO ENTER-
PRISE FUNDS FOR POLAND AND HUNGARY.—Ex-
cept as otherwise specifically provided in
this section, the provisions contained in sec-
tion 201 of the Support for East European De-
mocracy (SEED) Act of 1989 (excluding the
authorizations of appropriations provided in
subsection (b) of that section) shall apply to
any Enterprise Fund that receives funds and
support under this section. The officers,
members, or employees of an Enterprise
Fund that receive funds and support under
this section shall enjoy the same status
under law that is applicable to officers,
members, or employees of the Enterprise
Funds for Poland and Hungary under the
Support for East European Democracy
(SEED) Act of 1989.

‘‘(e) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this section,
the requirement of section 201(p) of the Sup-
port for East European Democracy (SEED)
Act of 1989, that an Enterprise Fund shall be
required to publish an annual report not
later than January 31 each year shall not
apply with respect to an Enterprise Fund
that receives funds and support under this
section for the first twelve months after it is
designated as eligible to receive such funds
and support.

‘‘(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) There are authorized to be appropriated
to the President for purposes of this section,
in addition to funds otherwise available for
such purposes—

‘‘(A) $12,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 to fund
the Trans-Caucasus Enterprise Fund estab-
lished under subsection (d); and

‘‘(B) $52,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 to fund
any enterprise fund authorized to receive
funds under this section other than the
Trans-Caucasus Enterprise Fund.

‘‘(2) Funds appropriated under this sub-
section are authorized to remain available
until expended.’’.

CHAPTER 2—DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE
FUND AND OTHER AUTHORITIES

SEC. 2311. DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE FUND.

(a) SINGLE AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS.—There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the President the total amount of
$2,475,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 and the total
amount of $2,324,000,000 for fiscal year 1997 to
carry out the following authorities in law:

(1) Sections 103, 104, 105, 106, and 108 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (relating to
development assistance).

(2) Chapter 10 of part I of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2294; relating
to the Development Fund for Africa).

(3) Chapter 11 of part I of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2295 et seq.).

(4) The Support for East European Democ-
racy (SEED) Act of 1989 (Public Law 101–179).

(5) Title III of chapter 2 of part I of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2181
et seq.; relating to housing and other credit
guaranty programs).

(6) Section 214 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2174; relating to Amer-
ican Schools and Hospitals Abroad).

(b) POPULAR NAME.—Appropriations made
pursuant to subsection (a) may be referred to
as the ‘‘Development Assistance Fund’’.

(c) PROPORTIONAL ASSISTANCE TO AFRICA.—
Of the funds authorized to be appropriated
by subsection (a), not less than 25 percent
each fiscal year shall be used to carry out
chapter 10 of part I of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2294 et seq.; relating to
the Development Fund for Africa).
SEC. 2312. ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND.

Subsection (a) of section 532 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2346a) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(a)(1) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the President to carry out the pur-
poses of this chapter $2,375,000,000 for the fis-
cal year 1996 and $2,340,000,000 for the fiscal
year 1997.

‘‘(2) Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated by paragraph (1) for each of the fiscal
years 1996 and 1997, $15,000,000 shall be avail-
able only for Cyprus.

‘‘(3) Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated by paragraph (1) for fiscal year 1996,
$15,000,000 shall be available only for the
International Fund for Ireland.

‘‘(4) Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated by paragraph (1) for fiscal year 1996,
$10,000,000 shall be available only for the
rapid development of a prototype industrial
park in the Gaza Strip.’’.

CHAPTER 3—PEACE CORPS

SEC. 2331. PEACE CORPS.

Section 3(b) of the Peace Corps Act (22
U.S.C. 2502(b)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(b) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out the purposes of this Act
$234,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1996
and 1997.’’.

CHAPTER 4—INTERNATIONAL DISASTER
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

SEC. 2341. INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSIST-
ANCE.

Section 492(a) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2292a) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(a) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the President to carry out section
491, in addition to funds otherwise available
for such purposes, $200,000,000 for fiscal year
1996 and $200,000,000 for fiscal year 1997.’’.

TITLE XXIV—PEACE AND SECURITY IN
THE MIDDLE EAST

SEC. 2401. ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND ASSIST-
ANCE FOR ISRAEL.

(a) MINIMUM ALLOCATION.—Of the amounts
made available to carry out chapter 4 of part
II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (re-
lating to the Economic Support Fund) for
fiscal years 1996 and 1997, not less than
$1,200,000,000 for each such fiscal year shall
be available only for Israel.

(b) TERMS OF ASSISTANCE.—The total
amount of funds allocated for Israel each fis-
cal year under subsection (a) shall be made
available as a cash transfer on a grant basis.
Such transfer shall be made on an expedited
basis within 30 days after the beginning of
the fiscal year or the date of enactment of
the Act appropriating such funds, whichever
is later. In exercising the authority of this
subsection, the President shall ensure that
the level of cash transfer made to Israel does
not cause an adverse impact on the total
level of nonmilitary exports from the United
States to Israel.

SEC. 2402. FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING FOR
ISRAEL.

(a) MINIMUM ALLOCATION.—Of the amounts
made available for fiscal years 1996 and 1997
for assistance under the ‘‘Foreign Military
Financing Program’’ account under section
23 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C.
2763), not less than $1,800,000,000 for each
such fiscal year shall be available only for
Israel.

(b) TERMS OF ASSISTANCE.—
(1) GRANT BASIS.—The assistance provided

for Israel for each fiscal year under sub-
section (a) shall be provided on a grant basis.

(2) EXPEDITED DISBURSEMENT.—Such assist-
ance shall be disbursed—

(A) with respect to fiscal year 1996, not
later than 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi-
nancing, and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act, 1996, or by October 31, 1995, which-
ever is later; and

(B) with respect to fiscal year 1997, not
later than 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi-
nancing, and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act, 1997, or by October 31, 1996, which-
ever is later.

(3) ADVANCED WEAPONS SYSTEMS.—To the
extent that the Government of Israel re-
quests that funds be used for such purposes,
funds described in subsection (a) shall, as
agreed by the Government of Israel and the
Government of the United States, be avail-
able for advanced weapons systems, of which
not less than $475,000,000 for each fiscal year
shall be available only for procurement in Is-
rael of defense articles and defense services,
including research and development.
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SEC. 2403. ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND ASSIST-

ANCE FOR EGYPT.
Of the amounts made available to carry

out chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (relating to the Economic
Support Fund) for fiscal years 1996 and 1997,
not less than $815,000,000 for each such fiscal
year shall be available only for Egypt.
SEC. 2404. FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING FOR

EGYPT.
(a) MINIMUM ALLOCATION.—Of the amounts

made available for fiscal years 1996 and 1997
for assistance under the ‘‘Foreign Military
Financing Program’’ account under section
23 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C.
2763), not less than $1,300,000,000 for each
such fiscal year shall be available only for
Egypt.

(b) TERMS OF ASSISTANCE.—The assistance
provided for Egypt for each fiscal year under
subsection (a) shall be provided on a grant
basis.

TITLE XXV—INTERNATIONAL
ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS

SEC. 2501. VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS; UNITED
NATIONS CHILDREN’S FUND.

Section 302(a) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2222(a)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(a)(1) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the President, in addition to funds
otherwise available for such purpose,
$225,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, and
$225,000,000 for fiscal year 1997, for voluntary
contributions under this chapter to inter-
national organizations and programs, of
which amounts not less than $103,000,000 for
each fiscal year shall be available only for
the United Nations Children’s Fund
(UNICEF).

‘‘(2) Funds appropriated pursuant to para-
graph (1) are authorized to remain available
until expended.’’.
SEC. 2502. REPLENISHMENT OF THE ASIAN DE-

VELOPMENT BANK.
The Asian Development Bank Act (22

U.S.C. 285–285aa) is amended by adding at the
end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 31. FOURTH REPLENISHMENT.

‘‘(a) SUBSCRIPTION AUTHORITY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The United States Gov-

ernor of the Bank may, on behalf of the
United States, subscribe to 276,105 shares of
the increase in the capital stock of the
Bank—

‘‘(A) 5,522 of which shall be shares of paid-
in capital stock; and

‘‘(B) 270,583 of which shall be shares of call-
able capital stock.

‘‘(2) SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATIONS.—The au-
thority provided by paragraph (1) shall be ef-
fective only to such extent or in such
amounts as are provided in advance in appro-
priations Acts.

‘‘(b) LIMITATIONS ON AUTHORIZATION OF AP-
PROPRIATIONS.—For the subscription author-
ized by subsection (a), there are authorized
to be appropriated to the Secretary of the
Treasury $13,320,000 for each of the fiscal
years 1996 and 1997.’’.

TITLE XXVI—EFFECTIVE DATE
SEC. 2601. EFFECTIVE DATE.

Except as otherwise provided, this division,
and the amendments made by this division,
shall take effect on October 1, 1995.

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1918
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. . DENIAL OF PASSPORTS FOR NON-PAY-

MENT OF CHILD SUPPORT.
(a) HHS CERTIFICATION PROCEDURE.—

(1) SECRETARIAL RESPONSIBILITY.—Section
452 (42 U.S.C. 652), as amended by sections
115(a)(3) and 117, is amended by adding at the
end the following new subsection:

‘‘(l)(1) If the Secretary receives a certifi-
cation by a State agency in accordance with
the requirements of section 454(28) that an
individual owes arrearages of child support
in an amount exceeding $5,000 or in an
amount exceeding 24 months worth of child
support, the Secretary shall transmit such
certification to the Secretary of State for
action (with respect to denial, revocation, or
limitation of passports) pursuant to section
171(b) of the Child Support Responsibility
Act of 1995.

‘‘(2) The Secretary shall not be liable to an
individual for any action with respect to a
certification by a State agency under this
section.’’.

(2) STATE CSE AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY.—
Section 454 (42 U.S.C. 654), as amended by
sections 104(a), 114(b), and 122(a), is amend-
ed—

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (26);

(B) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (27) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(C) by adding after paragraph (27) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(28) provide that the State agency will
have in effect a procedure (which may be
combined with the procedure for tax refund
offset under section 464) for certifying to the
Secretary, for purposes of the procedure
under section 452(l) (concerning denial of
passports) determinations that individuals
owe arrearages of child support in an amount
exceeding $5,000 or in an amount exceeding 24
months worth of child support, under which
procedure—

‘‘(A) each individual concerned is afforded
notice of such determination and the con-
sequences thereof, and an opportunity to
contest the determination; and

‘‘(B) the certification by the State agency
is furnished to the Secretary in such format,
and accompanied by such supporting docu-
mentation, as the Secretary may require.’’.

(b) STATE DEPARTMENT PROCEDURE FOR DE-
NIAL OF PASSPORTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State,
upon certification by the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, in accordance with sec-
tion 452(l) of the Social Security Act, that an
individual owes arrearages of child support
in excess of $5,000, shall refuse to issue a
passport to such individual, and may revoke,
restrict, or limit a passport issued previously
to such individual.

(2) LIMIT ON LIABILITY.—The Secretary of
State shall not be liable to an individual for
any action with respect to a certification by
a State agency under this subsection.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the
amendments made by this section shall be-
come effective October 1, 1996.

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1919

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. . LIMITATION ON CONGRESSIONAL TRAVEL

TO NORTH KOREA.
Notwithstanding any other provision of

law, funds appropriated or otherwise made
available under section 502(b) of the Mutual
Security Act of 1954 (22 U.S.C. 1754(b)) shall
not be available for travel to North Korea
unless the President submits to the Congress
a certification that North Korea does not
have a policy of discriminating, on the basis
of national origin or political philosophy,

against Members and employees of the Con-
gress in permitting travel to North Korea.

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1920
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 33, line 7, after ‘‘agency’’ insert
‘‘(other than the Peace Corps)’’.

On page 53, line 18, strike ‘‘AFFILIATED
AGENCIES’’ and insert ‘‘OTHER INTER-
NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS’’.

On page 69, line 3, strike ‘‘(a) IN GEN-
ERAL.—’’.

On page 104, line 22, insert ‘‘FOR THE
UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DIS-
ARMAMENT AGENCY’’ after ‘‘APPROPRIA-
TIONS’’.

On page 105, line 17, insert ‘‘OF THE AGEN-
CY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT’’
after ‘‘EXPENSES’’.

On page 106, line 2, insert ‘‘OF THE AGEN-
CY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT’’
after ‘‘INSPECTOR GENERAL’’.

On page 127, line 16, insert ‘‘(a)’’ imme-
diately after ‘‘SECTION 1’’.

On page 127, line 17, insert ‘‘(a)’’ imme-
diately after ‘‘2651a’’.

On page 128, line 12, strike ‘‘The’’ and in-
sert ‘‘Under the direction of the Secretary of
State, the’’.

On page 154, strike lines 12 through 14 and
insert the following:

‘‘(C) carry out the functions that the As-
sistant Secretary for Diplomatic Security
carried out prior to the enactment of this
section, including those functions set forth
in sections 103(a)(2) (22 U.S.C. 4802(a)(2)) and
402(a)(2) (22 U.S.C. 4852(a)(2)) of the Omnibus
Diplomatic Security and Antiterrorism Act
of 1986 and section 214 of the State Depart-
ment Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C.
4314); and’’

On page 164, strike lines 7 through 10 and
insert the following:

(2) Section 239(e) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2199(e)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(e) The Inspector General for Foreign Af-
fairs may conduct reviews, investigations,
and inspections of all phases of the Corpora-
tion’s operations and activities and the Sec-
retary of State may conduct all security ac-
tivities of the Corporation related to person-
nel and the control of classified material.
With respect to his responsibilities under
this subsection, the Inspector General for
Foreign Affairs shall report to the Board.
The Department of State shall be reimbursed
by the Corporation for all expenses incurred
by the Inspector General for Foreign Affairs
and the Secretary of State in connection
with their responsibilities under this sub-
section.’’.

On page 168, strike ‘‘February 28, 1997’’ and
insert ‘‘March 1, 1997’’.

On page 178, between lines 5 and 6, insert
the following new subsection:

( ) SECURITY REQUIREMENTS.—Section 45
(22 U.S.C. 2585) is amended by striking sub-
sections (a), (b), and (d).

On page 178, line 6, strike ‘‘(k)’’ and insert
‘‘(l)’’.

On page 178, line 8, strike ‘‘(l)’’ and insert
‘‘(m)’’.

On page 178, line 11, strike ‘‘(m)’’ and insert
‘‘(n)’’.

On page 178, line 13, strike ‘‘(n)’’ and insert
‘‘(o)’’.

On page 189, between lines 8 and 9, insert
the following new subsection:

(l) DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION ABOUT
THE UNITED STATES ABROAD.—Section 501 (22
U.S.C. 1461) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘in car-
rying out informational and educational ex-
change functions’’; and
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(2) in subsection (b)(1), by inserting ‘‘pur-

suant to subsection (a)’’ after ‘‘dissemina-
tion abroad’’.

On page 201, line 14, insert ‘‘overseas’’ be-
fore ‘‘information’’.

On page 215, lines 6 and 7, strike ‘‘(insofar
as it exercises AID functions)’’ and insert
‘‘(exclusive of references to components of
IDCA expressly established by statute or re-
organization plan)’’.

On page 215, line 9, strike ‘‘exercising AID
functions’’ and insert ‘‘, exclusive of officials
of components of IDCA expressly established
by statute or reorganization plan’’.

On page 221, line 22, strike ‘‘date’’ and in-
sert ‘‘dates, as follows’’.

On page 223, line 13, after ‘‘date’’ insert the
following:
‘‘, except for those security functions pre-
viously exercised by the Inspector General of
the Agency for International Development,
which shall be transferred to the Secretary
of State pursuant to subsection (a)(2).’’.

On page 227, line 3, insert after ‘‘necessary’’
the following: ‘‘, including the exercise of au-
thority’’.

On page 231, line 3, insert after ‘‘necessary’’
the following: ‘‘, including the exercise of au-
thority’’.

On page 235, line 10, insert after ‘‘nec-
essary’’ the following: ‘‘, including the exer-
cise of authority’’.

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1921

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. . AVAILABILITY OF VOICE OF AMERICA

AND RADIO MARTI MULTILINGUAL
COMPUTER READABLE TEXT AND
VOICE RECORDING.

Notwithstanding section 208 of the Foreign
Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years
1986 and 1987 (22 U.S.C. 1461–1a) and the sec-
ond sentence of section 501 of the United
States Information and Educational Ex-
change Act of 1948 (22 U.S.C. 1461), the Direc-
tor of the United States Information Agency
is authorized to make available, upon re-
quest, to the Linguistic Data Consortium of
the University of Pennsylvania computer
readable multilingual text and recorded
speech in various languages. The linguistic
Data Consortium shall, directly or indirectly
as appropriate, reimburse the Director for
any expenses involved in making such mate-
rials available. This authorization shall re-
main in effect for 5 years.

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1922

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 33, between lines 11 and 12, insert
the following:

(e) MEMBERSHIP OF SENIOR FOREIGN SERV-
ICE OFFICERS IN COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
UNITS.—Section 206 of the Foreign Service
Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 3926) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘‘(c) A member of the Senior Foreign Serv-
ice may not be a member of a collective bar-
gaining unit.’’.

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1923

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

Beginning on page 114, strike line 5 and all
that follows through line 13 on page 117.

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1924
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 75, after line 12, add the following:
(b) Pursuant to a lifting of the United Na-

tions arms embargo against Bosnia-
Hercegovina, or to a unilateral lifting of the
arms embargo by the President of the United
States, the President is authorized to trans-
fer to the government of that nation, with-
out reimbursement, defense articles from the
stocks of the Department of Defense and de-
fense services of the Department of Defense
of an aggregate value not to exceed that of
unexpended funds authorized to be appro-
priated for the United States contribution to
the United Nations Protection Force.

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1925
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:
SEC. . MISSILE TECHNOLOGY CONTROL RE-

GIME.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the follow-

ing findings:
(1) The threat posed to the national secu-

rity of the United States by the proliferation
of ballistic and cruise missiles is significant,
and is growing, both quantitatively and
qualitatively.

(2) An alarming number of countries pos-
sessing or producing ballistic or cruise mis-
siles have proven willing to help others de-
velop the same capability.

(3) The Missile Technology Control Regime
serves as an important means of stopping or
slowing the spread of ballistic and cruise
missiles by denying non-members access to
missile technology.

(4) Sanctions, as mandated under the Arms
Export Control Act and the Export Adminis-
tration Act of 1979, represent an important
means in stemming the proliferation of bal-
listic missiles capable of reaching the United
States.

(5) The recent waiver of sanctions and the
decision to support countries which engage
in active space programs for membership in
the Missile Technology Control Regime
threatens to eviscerate the regime.

(6) These recent events underscore the need
to reevaluate the Missile Technology Con-
trol Regime and the mechanisms at the
United States’ disposal for preventing the
spread of ballistic missiles.

(b) IN GENERAL.—The President shall seek
a Senate resolution of support prior to U.S.
support of any State for membership in the
Missile Technology Control Regime.

(c) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the Missile Technology
Control Regime should not continue to ex-
empt national civilian space programs from
its controls and sanctions.

(d) REPORT REQUIRED.—(1) Not later than
December 1, 1995, the Secretaries of Defense,
State, and Commerce shall submit unique re-
ports to the Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations and the Senate Armed Services
Committee. These reports shall include the
following:

(i) An explanation of the difference be-
tween a space-launch vehicle and a ballistic
missile, and an explanation of why the ex-
port of space-launch vehicle components
should not be considered a violation of the
Missile Technology Control Regime.

(ii) An identification of the rationale guid-
ing the U.S. position on offering transfers of

missile technology as inducements designed
to encourage countries to join the Missile
Technology Control Regime.

(iii) An assessment of whether or not the
United States should support or sponsor for
membership in the Missile Technology Con-
trol Regime any country pursuing a space-
launch program and the advantages of re-
quiring countries to disband their space-
launch program prior to membership in the
regime.

(iv) An assessment of the potential mili-
tary implications of the transfer of missile
technology to members of the Missile Tech-
nology Control Regime who maintain space-
launch vehicle programs.

(v) A detailed evaluation of the
similarities and differences in the export
control system maintained by the United
States and those of Russia, China, Brazil,
Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan.

(vi) An assessment of the on-going efforts
made by potential participant countries in
the Missile Technology Control Regime, in-
cluding those listed in this subsection, to
meet the guidelines established by the Mis-
sile Technology Control Regime.

(2) In this section, the term ‘‘Missile Tech-
nology Control Regime’’ means the policy
statement between the United States, the
United Kingdom, the Federal Republic of
Germany, France, Italy, Canada, and Japan,
announced on April 16, 1987, to restrict sen-
sitive missile-relevant transfers based on the
Missile Technology Control Regime Annex,
and any amendments thereto.

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1926

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the end, add the following new division:

DIVISION C—CONSOLIDATION AND
REINVENTION OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS
AGENCIES

SEC. 1001. SHORT TITLE.
This division may be cited as the ‘‘Foreign

Affairs Alternative Reinvention Procedures
Act of 1995’’.
SEC. 1002. PURPOSES.

The purposes of this division are—
(1) to reorganize and reinvent the foreign

affairs agencies of the United States in order
to enhance the formulation, coordination,
and implementation of United States foreign
policy;

(2) to streamline and consolidate the func-
tions and personnel of the Department of
State, the Agency for International Develop-
ment, the United States Information Agen-
cy, and the United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency in order to eliminate
redundancies in the functions and personnel
of such agencies;

(3) to assist congressional efforts to bal-
ance the Federal budget and reduce the Fed-
eral debt;

(4) to strengthen the authority of United
States ambassadors over all United States
Government personnel and resources located
in United States diplomatic missions in
order to enhance the ability of the ambas-
sadors to deploy such personnel and re-
sources to the best effect to attain the Presi-
dent’s foreign policy objectives;

(5) to encourage United States foreign af-
fairs agencies to maintain a high percentage
of the best qualified, most competent United
States citizens serving in the United States
Government while downsizing significantly
the total number of people employed by such
agencies; and

(6) to ensure that all functions of United
States diplomacy be subject to recruitment,
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training, assignment, promotion, and egress
based on common standards and procedures
while preserving maximum interchange
among such functions.
TITLE XI—REORGANIZATION OF FOREIGN

AFFAIRS AGENCIES
SEC. 1101. REORGANIZATION PLAN FOR THE DE-

PARTMENT OF STATE AND INDE-
PENDENT FOREIGN AFFAIRS AGEN-
CIES.

(a) SUBMISSION OF PLAN.—Not later than 6
months after the date of enactment of this
Act, the President shall transmit to the ap-
propriate congressional committees a reor-
ganization plan providing for the streamlin-
ing and consolidation of the Department of
State, the United States Information Agen-
cy, the Agency for International Develop-
ment, and the United States Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency. Such plan shall
provide for—

(1) the enhancement of the formulation,
coordination, and implementation of policy;

(2) the maintenance, to the maximum ex-
tent possible, of a United States presence
abroad within budgetary constraints;

(3) an abolition of at least two of the inde-
pendent foreign affairs agencies;

(4) the elimination in the duplication of
functions and personnel between the Depart-
ment of State and such other agency or
agencies not abolished under paragraph (3);

(5) the reduction in the aggregate number
of positions in the Department of State and
the independent foreign affairs agencies
which are classified at each of levels II, III,
and IV of the Executive Schedule;

(6) the reorganization and streamlining of
the Department of State; and

(7) the achievement of a cost savings of at
least $3,100,000,000 over 4 years through the
consolidation of agencies.

(b) PLAN ELEMENTS.—The plan under sub-
section (a) shall—

(1) identify the functions of the independ-
ent foreign affairs agencies that will be
transferred to the Department of State
under the plan, as well as those that will be
abolished under the plan;

(2) identify the personnel and positions of
the agencies (including civil service person-
nel, Foreign Service personnel, and
detailees) that will be transferred to the De-
partment, separated from service with the
Agency, or be eliminated under the plan, and
set forth a schedule for such transfers, sepa-
rations, and terminations;

(3) identify the personnel and positions of
the Department (including civil service per-
sonnel, Foreign Service personnel, and
detailees) that will be transferred within the
Department, separated from service with the
Department, or eliminated under the plan
and set forth a schedule for such transfers,
separations, and terminations;

(4) specify the consolidations and reorga-
nization of functions of the Department that
will be required under the plan in order to
permit the Department to carry out the
functions transferred to the Department
under the plan;

(5) specify the funds available to the inde-
pendent foreign affairs agencies that will be
transferred to the Department under this
title as a result of the implementation of the
plan;

(6) specify the proposed allocations within
the Department of unexpended funds of the
independent foreign affairs agencies; and

(7) specify the proposed disposition of the
property, facilities, contracts, records, and
other assets and liabilities of the independ-
ent foreign affairs agencies resulting from
the abolition of any such agency and the
transfer of the functions of the independent
foreign affairs agencies to the Department.

(c) LIMITATIONS ON CONTENTS OF PLAN.—(1)
Sections 903, 904, and 905 of title 5, United

States Code, shall apply to the plan trans-
mitted under subsection (a).

(2) The plan may not provide for the termi-
nation of any function authorized by law.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE OF PLAN.—(1) The plan
transmitted under subsection (a) shall take
effect 60 calendar days of continuous session
of Congress after the date on which the plan
is transmitted to Congress if the Congress
enacts a joint resolution, in accordance with
subsection (e), approving the plan.

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)—
(A) continuity of session is broken only by

an adjournment of Congress sine die; and
(B) the days on which either House is not

in session because of an adjournment of more
than 3 days to a day certain are excluded in
the computation of any period of time in
which Congress is in continuous session.

(e) CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCEDURES.—
(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), sec-
tions 908, 910, 911, and 912 of title 5, United
States Code, shall apply to the consideration
by Congress of a joint resolution described in
paragraph (3) that is introduced in a House
of Congress.

(2) The following requirements shall apply
to actions described in paragraph (1) without
regard to chapter 9 of title 5, United States
Code:

(A) A referral of joint resolutions under
this section may only be made to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate
and the Committee on International Rela-
tions of the House of Representatives.

(B) The reference in section 908 of such
title to reorganization plans transmitted on
or before December 31, 1984, shall have no
force or effect.

(3) A joint resolution under this section
means only a joint resolution of the Con-
gress, the matter after the resolving clause
of which is as follows: ‘‘That the Congress
approves the reorganization plan numbered
ll transmitted to the Congress by the
President on ll, 19ll’’, which plan may
include such modifications and revisions as
are submitted by the President under section
903(c) of title 5, United States Code. The
blank spaces therein are to be filled appro-
priately.

(4) The provisions of this subsection super-
sede any other provision of law.

(f) EXPIRATION OF AUTHORITY TO TRANSMIT
PLAN.—The authority of the President to
transmit a reorganization plan under sub-
section (a) shall expire on the date that is 6
months after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

(g) DEADLINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION.—If the
reorganization plan transmitted under sub-
section (a) is not approved by Congress in ac-
cordance with subsection (e), the plan shall
be implemented not later than March 1, 1997.

(h) ABOLITION OF INDEPENDENT FOREIGN AF-
FAIRS AGENCIES.—

(1) ABOLITION FOR FAILURE TO TRANSMIT
PLAN.—If the President does not transmit to
Congress a reorganization plan under sub-
section (a), the United States Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency, the United States
Information Agency, and the Agency for
International Development are abolished as
of 180 days after the date of enactment of
this Act.

(2) ABOLITION FOR FAILURE TO IMPLEMENT
PLAN.—If the President does not implement
the reorganization plan transmitted and re-
quiring the abolition of an agency referred to
in paragraph (1), the agency is abolished as
of March 1, 1997.

(i) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, the
term ‘‘independent foreign affairs agencies’’
means the United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, the United States In-
formation Agency, and the Agency for Inter-
national Development.

SEC. 1102. TRANSFERS OF FUNCTIONS.
(a) TRANSFERS.—Subject to subsection (b),

there are transferred to, and vested in, the
Secretary of State all functions vested by
law (including by reorganization plan ap-
proved before the date of the enactment of
this Act pursuant to chapter 9 of title 5,
United States Code) in, or exercised by, the
head of each of the following agencies, the
agencies themselves, or officers, employees,
or components thereof:

(1) The United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency

(2) The United States Information Agency.
(3) The Agency for International Develop-

ment.
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The transfers re-

ferred to in subsection (a) shall take place—
(1) if the President does not transmit a re-

organization plan to Congress under section
1101(a), not later than 180 days after the date
of enactment of this Act; or

(2) if the President does not implement the
reorganization plan transmitted and ap-
proved under such section with respect to an
agency referred to in subsection (a), not
later than March 1, 1997.
SEC. 1103. VOLUNTARY SEPARATION INCENTIVES.

(a) AUTHORITY TO PAY INCENTIVES.—The
head of an agency referred to in subsection
(b) may pay voluntary incentive payments to
employees of the agency in order to avoid or
minimize the need for involuntary separa-
tions from the agency as a result of the abo-
lition of the agency and the consolidation of
functions of the Department of State under
this title.

(b) COVERED AGENCIES.—Subsection (a) ap-
plies to the following agencies:

(1) The Department of State.
(2) The United States Arms Control and

Disarmament Agency.
(3) The United States Information Agency.
(4) The Agency for International Develop-

ment.
(c) PAYMENT REQUIREMENTS.—(1) The head

of an agency shall pay voluntary separation
incentive payments in accordance with the
provisions of section 3 of the Federal
Workforce Restructuring Act of 1994 (Public
Law 103-226; 108 Stat. 111), except that an em-
ployee of the agency shall be deemed to be
eligible for payment of a voluntary separa-
tion incentive payment under that section if
the employee separates from service with
the agency during the period beginning on
the date of enactment of this Act and ending
on February 28, 1997.

(2) The provisions of subsection (d) of such
section 3 shall apply to any employee who is
paid a voluntary separation incentive pay-
ment under this section.

(d) FUNDING.—The payment of voluntary
separation incentive payments under this
section shall be made from funds in the For-
eign Affairs Reorganization Transition Fund
established under section 1104. The Secretary
of State may transfer sums in that Fund to
the head of an agency under subsection
(e)(1)(B) of that section for payment of such
payments by the agency head.

(e) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY.—The au-
thority of the head of an agency to authorize
payment of voluntary separation incentive
payments under this section shall expire on
February 28, 1997.
SEC. 1104. TRANSITION FUND.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby es-
tablished on the books of the Treasury an ac-
count to be known as the ‘‘Foreign Affairs
Reorganization Transition Fund’’.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the account
is to provide funds for the orderly transfer of
functions and personnel to the Department
of State as a result of the implementation of
this title and for payment of other costs as-
sociated with the consolidation of foreign af-
fairs agencies under this title.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S 10991July 31, 1995
(c) DEPOSITS.—(1) Subject to paragraphs (2)

and (3), there shall be deposited into the ac-
count the following:

(A) Funds appropriated to the account pur-
suant to the authorization of appropriations
in subsection (j).

(B) Funds transferred to the account by
the Secretary of State from funds that are
transferred to the Secretary by the head of
an agency under subsection (d).

(C) Funds transferred to the account by
the Secretary from funds that are trans-
ferred to the Department of State together
with the transfer of functions to the Depart-
ment under this title and that are not re-
quired by the Secretary in order to carry out
the functions.

(D) Funds transferred to the account by
the Secretary from any unobligated funds
that are appropriated or otherwise made
available to the Department.

(2) The Secretary may transfer funds to
the account under subparagraph (C) of para-
graph (1) only if the Secretary determines
that the amount of funds deposited in the ac-
count pursuant to subparagraphs (A) and (B)
of that paragraph is inadequate to pay the
costs of carrying out this title.

(3) The Secretary may transfer funds to
the account under subparagraph (D) of para-
graph (1) only if the Secretary determines
that the amount of funds deposited in the ac-
count pursuant to subparagraphs (A), (B),
and (C) of that paragraph is inadequate to
pay the costs of carrying out this title.

(d) TRANSFER OF FUNDS TO SECRETARY OF
STATE.—The head of a transferor agency
shall transfer to the Secretary the amount,
if any, of the unobligated funds appropriated
or otherwise made available to the agency
for functions of the agency that are abol-
ished under this title which funds are not re-
quired to carry out the functions of the
agency as a result of the abolishment of the
functions under this title.

(e) USE OF FUNDS.—(1)(A) Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the Secretary
shall use sums in the account for payment of
the costs of carrying out this title, including
costs relating to the consolidation of func-
tions of the Department of State and relat-
ing to the termination of employees of the
Department.

(B) The Secretary may transfer sums in
the account to the head of an agency to be
abolished under this title for payment by the
head of the agency of the cost of carrying
out a voluntary separation incentive pro-
gram at the agency under section 1103.

(2) Funds in the account shall be available
for the payment of costs under paragraph (1)
without fiscal year limitation.

(3) Funds in the account may be used only
for purposes of paying the costs of carrying
out this title.

(f) TREATMENT OF UNOBLIGATED BAL-
ANCES.—(1) Subject to paragraph (2), unobli-
gated funds, if any, which remain in the ac-
count after the payment of the costs de-
scribed in subsection (e)(1) shall be trans-
ferred to Department of State and shall be
available to the Secretary of State for pur-
poses of carrying out the functions of the De-
partment.

(2) The Secretary may not transfer funds
in the account to the Department under
paragraph (1) unless the appropriate congres-
sional committees are notified in advance of
such transfer in accordance with the proce-
dures applicable to reprogramming notifica-
tions under section 34 of the State Depart-
ment Basic Authorities Act of 1956.

(g) REPORT ON ACCOUNT.—Not later than
October 1, 1998, the Secretary of State shall
transmit to the appropriate congressional
committees a report containing an account-
ing of—

(1) the expenditures from the account es-
tablished under this section; and

(2) in the event of any transfer of funds to
the Department of State under subsection
(f), the functions for which the funds so
transferred were expended.

(i) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY TO USE AC-
COUNT.—The Secretary may not obligate
funds in the account after September 30,
1999.

(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated
$200,000,000 for deposit under subsection (c)(1)
into the account established under sub-
section (a).
SEC. 1105. ASSUMPTION OF DUTIES BY APPRO-

PRIATE APPOINTEES.
An individual holding office on the date of

the enactment of this Act—
(1) who was appointed to the office by the

President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate;

(2) who is transferred to a new office in the
Department of State under this title; and

(3) who performs duties in such new office
that are substantially similar to the duties
performed by the individual in the office
held on such date,
may, in the discretion of the Secretary of
State, assume the duties of such new office,
and shall not be required to be reappointed
by reason of the enactment of this title.
SEC. 1106. RIGHTS OF EMPLOYEES OF ABOL-

ISHED AGENCIES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided by this title, the transfer pursuant to
this title of full-time personnel (except spe-
cial Government employees) and part-time
personnel holding permanent positions shall
not cause any such employee to be separated
or reduced in grade or compensation for 1
year after the date of transfer of such em-
ployee under this title.

(b) EXECUTIVE SCHEDULE POSITIONS.—Ex-
cept as otherwise provided in this title, any
person who, on the day preceding the date of
the abolition of a transferor agency under
this title, held a position in such an agency
that was compensated in accordance with
the Executive Schedule prescribed in chapter
53 of title 5, United States Code, and who,
without a break in service, is appointed in
the Department of State to a position having
duties comparable to the duties performed
immediately preceding such appointment
shall continue to be compensated in such
new position at not less than the rate pro-
vided for such previous position, for the du-
ration of the service of such person in such
new position.

(c) TERMINATION OF CERTAIN POSITIONS.—
Positions whose incumbents are appointed
by the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, the functions of which
are transferred under this title, shall termi-
nate on the date of the transferal of the
functions under this title.

(d) EXCEPTED SERVICE.—(1) Subject to para-
graph (2), in the case of employees occupying
positions in the excepted service or the Sen-
ior Executive Service, any appointment au-
thority established pursuant to law or regu-
lations of the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment for filling such positions shall be trans-
ferred.

(2) The Department of State may decline a
transfer of authority under paragraph (1)
(and the employees appointed pursuant
thereto) to the extent that such authority
relates to positions excepted from the com-
petitive service because of their confidential,
policy-making, policy-determining, or pol-
icy-advocating character, and noncareer po-
sitions in the Senior Executive Service
(within the meaning of section 3132(a)(7) of
title 5, United States Code).

(e) EMPLOYEE BENEFIT PROGRAMS.—(1) Any
employee accepting employment with the
Department of State as a result of such

transfer may retain for 1 year after the date
such transfer occurs membership in any em-
ployee benefit program of the transferor
agency, including insurance, to which such
employee belongs on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act if—

(A) the employee does not elect to give up
the benefit or membership in the program;
and

(B) the benefit or program is continued by
the Secretary of State.

(2) The difference in the costs between the
benefits which would have been provided by
such agency or entity and those provided by
this section shall be paid by the Secretary of
State. If any employee elects to give up
membership in a health insurance program
or the health insurance program is not con-
tinued by the Secretary of State, the em-
ployee shall be permitted to select an alter-
nate Federal health insurance program with-
in 30 days of such election or notice, without
regard to any other regularly scheduled open
season.

(f) SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE.—A transfer-
ring employee in the Senior Executive Serv-
ice shall be placed in a comparable position
at the Department of State.

(g) ASSIGNMENTS.—(1) Transferring employ-
ees shall receive notice of their position as-
signments not later than the date on which
the reorganization plan setting forth the
transferal of such employees is transmitted
to the appropriate congressional committees
under this title.

(2) Foreign Service personnel transferred
to the Department of State pursuant to this
title shall be eligible for any assignment
open to Foreign Service personnel within the
Department.
SEC. 1107. TRANSFER AND ALLOCATIONS OF AP-

PROPRIATIONS AND PERSONNEL.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this title, the personnel employed in
connection with, and the assets, liabilities,
contracts, property, records, and unexpended
balances of appropriations, authorizations,
allocations, and other funds employed, used,
held, arising from, available to, or to be
made available in connection with the func-
tions transferred under this title, subject to
section 1531 of title 31, United States Code,
shall be transferred to the Department of
State.

(b) TREATMENT OF PERSONNEL EMPLOYED IN
TERMINATED FUNCTIONS.—The following shall
apply with respect to officers and employees
of a transferor agency that are not trans-
ferred under this title:

(1) Under such regulations as the Office of
Personnel Management may prescribe, the
head of any agency in the executive branch
may appoint in the competitive service any
person who is certified by the head of the
transferor agency as having served satisfac-
torily in the transferor agency and who
passes such examination as the Office of Per-
sonnel Management may prescribe. Any per-
son so appointed shall, upon completion of
the prescribed probationary period, acquire a
competitive status.

(2) The head of any agency in the executive
branch having an established merit system
in the excepted service may appoint in such
service any person who is certified by the
head of the transferor agency as having
served satisfactorily in the transferor agency
and who passes such examination as the head
of such agency in the executive branch may
prescribe.

(3) Any appointment under this subsection
shall be made within a period of 1 year after
completion of the appointee’s service in the
transferor agency.

(4) Any law, Executive order, or regulation
which would disqualify an applicant for ap-
pointment in the competitive service or in
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the excepted service concerned shall also dis-
qualify an applicant for appointment under
this subsection.
SEC. 1108. PERSONNEL AUTHORITIES FOR

TRANSFERRED FUNCTIONS.
(a) APPOINTMENTS.—(1) Subject to para-

graph (2), the Secretary of State may ap-
point and fix the compensation of such offi-
cers and employees, including investigators,
attorneys, and administrative law judges, as
may be necessary to carry out the respective
functions transferred to the Department of
State under this title. Except as otherwise
provided by law, such officers and employees
shall be appointed in accordance with the
civil service laws and their compensation
fixed in accordance with title 5, United
States Code.

(2) A person employed under paragraph (1)
may not continue in such employment after
the end of the period (as determined by the
Secretary) required for the transferal of
functions under this title.

(b) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—The Sec-
retary of State may obtain the services of
experts and consultants in connection with
functions transferred to the Department of
State under this title in accordance with sec-
tion 3109 of title 5, United States Code, and
compensate such experts and consultants for
each day (including traveltime) at rates not
in excess of the rate of pay for level IV of the
Executive Schedule under section 5315 of
such title. The head Secretary may pay ex-
perts and consultants who are serving away
from their homes or regular place of business
travel expenses and per diem in lieu of sub-
sistence at rates authorized by sections 5702
and 5703 of such title for persons in Govern-
ment service employed intermittently.
SEC. 1109. PROPERTY AND FACILITIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State
shall review the property and facilities of
each transferror agency for purposes of de-
termining if the property is required by the
Department of State in order to carry out
the functions of the Department after the
transfer of functions to the Department
under this title.

(b) DEADLINE FOR TRANSFER.—Not later
than March 1, 1997, all property and facilities
within the custody of the transferor agencies
shall be transferred to the custody of the
Secretary of State.
SEC. 1110. DELEGATION AND ASSIGNMENT.

Except where otherwise expressly prohib-
ited by law or otherwise provided by this
title, the Secretary of State may delegate
any of the functions transferred to the Sec-
retary under this title and any function
transferred or granted to the Secretary after
the effective date of this title to such offi-
cers and employees of the Department of
State as the Secretary may designate, and
may authorize successive redelegations of
such functions as may be necessary or appro-
priate. No delegation of functions by the
Secretary under this section or under any
other provision of this title shall relieve the
Secretary of responsibility for the adminis-
tration of such functions.
SEC. 1111. RULES.

The Secretary of State may prescribe, in
accordance with the provisions of chapters 5
and 6 of title 5, United States Code, such
rules and regulations as the Secretary deter-
mines necessary or appropriate to admin-
ister and manage the functions of the De-
partment of State after the transfer of func-
tions to the Department under this title.
SEC. 1112. INCIDENTAL TRANSFERS.

The Director of the Office of Management
and Budget may, at such time or times as
the Director shall provide, make such addi-
tional incidental dispositions of personnel,
assets, liabilities, grants, contracts, prop-
erty, records, and unexpended balances of ap-

propriations, authorizations, allocations,
and other funds held, used, arising from,
available to, or to be made available in con-
nection with such functions, as may be nec-
essary to carry out the provisions of this
title. The Director shall provide for the ter-
mination of the affairs of all entities termi-
nated by this title and for such further meas-
ures and dispositions as may be necessary to
effectuate the purposes of this title.
SEC. 1113. EFFECT ON CONTRACTS AND GRANTS.

(a) PROHIBITION ON NEW OR EXTENDED CON-
TRACTS OR GRANTS.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), the United States Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency, the United
States Information Agency, and the Agency
for International Development may not—

(1) enter into a contract or agreement
which will continue in force after the termi-
nation date, if any, of such agency under this
title;

(2) extend the term of an existing contract
or agreement of such agency to a date after
such date; or

(3) make a grant which will continue in
force after such date.

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) does not
apply to the following:

(1) Contracts and agreements for carrying
out essential administrative functions.

(2) Contracts and agreements for functions
and activities that the Secretary of State de-
termines will be carried out by the Depart-
ment of State after the termination of the
agency concerned under this title.

(3) Grants relating to the functions and ac-
tivities referred to in paragraph (2).

(c) EVALUATION AND TERMINATION OF EXIST-
ING CONTRACTS.—The Secretary of State and
the head of each agency referred to in sub-
section (a) shall—

(1) review the contracts of such agency
that will continue in force after the date, if
any, of the abolishment of the agency under
this title in order to determine if the cost of
abrogating such contracts before that date
would be exceed the cost of carrying out the
contract according to its terms; and

(2) in the case of each contract so deter-
mined, provide for the termination of the
contract in the most cost-effective manner
practicable.
SEC. 1114. SAVINGS PROVISIONS.

(a) CONTINUING EFFECT OF LEGAL DOCU-
MENTS.—All orders, determinations, rules,
regulations, permits, agreements, grants,
contracts, certificates, licenses, registra-
tions, privileges, and other administrative
actions—

(1) which have been issued, made, granted,
or allowed to become effective by the Presi-
dent, any Federal agency or official thereof,
or by a court of competent jurisdiction, in
the performance of functions which are
transferred under this title, and

(2) which are in effect at the time this title
takes effect, or were final before the effec-
tive date of this title and are to become ef-
fective on or after the effective date of this
title,
shall continue in effect according to their
terms until modified, terminated, super-
seded, set aside, or revoked in accordance
with law by the President, the Secretary of
State or other authorized official, a court of
competent jurisdiction, or by operation of
law.

(b) PROCEEDINGS NOT AFFECTED.—The pro-
visions of this title shall not affect any pro-
ceedings, including notices of proposed rule-
making, or any application for any license,
permit, certificate, or financial assistance
pending before the transferor agency at the
time this title takes effect for that agency,
with respect to functions transferred under
this title but such proceedings and applica-
tions shall be continued. Orders shall be is-

sued in such proceedings, appeals shall be
taken therefrom, and payments shall be
made pursuant to such orders, as if this title
had not been enacted, and orders issued in
any such proceedings shall continue in effect
until modified, terminated, superseded, or
revoked by a duly authorized official, by a
court of competent jurisdiction, or by oper-
ation of law. Nothing in this subsection shall
be deemed to prohibit the discontinuance or
modification of any such proceeding under
the same terms and conditions and to the
same extent that such proceeding could have
been discontinued or modified if this title
had not been enacted.

(c) SUITS NOT AFFECTED.—The provisions
of this title shall not affect suits commenced
before the effective date of this title, and in
all such suits, proceedings shall be had, ap-
peals taken, and judgments rendered in the
same manner and with the same effect as if
this title had not been enacted.

(d) NONABATEMENT OF ACTIONS.—No suit,
action, or other proceeding commenced by or
against the transferor agency, or by or
against any individual in the official capac-
ity of such individual as an officer of the
transferor agency, shall abate by reason of
the enactment of this title.

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS RELATING TO
PROMULGATION OF REGULATIONS.—Any ad-
ministrative action relating to the prepara-
tion or promulgation of a regulation by the
transferor agency relating to a function
transferred under this title may be contin-
ued by the Secretary of State with the same
effect as if this title had not been enacted.
SEC. 1115. SEPARABILITY.

If a provision of this title or its application
to any person or circumstance is held in-
valid, neither the remainder of this title nor
the application of the provision to other per-
sons or circumstances shall be affected.
SEC. 1116. TRANSITION.

The Secretary of State may utilize—
(1) the services of such officers, employees,

and other personnel of the transferor agency
with respect to functions transferred to the
Department of State under this title; and

(2) funds appropriated to such functions for
such period of time as may reasonably be
needed to facilitate the orderly implementa-
tion of this title.
SEC. 1117. ADDITIONAL CONFORMING AMEND-

MENTS.
The President may submit a report to the

appropriate congressional committees con-
taining such recommendations for such addi-
tional technical and conforming amend-
ments to the laws of the United States as
may be appropriate to reflect the changes
made by this division.
SEC. 1118. FINAL REPORT.

Not later than October 1, 1998, the Presi-
dent shall provide by written report to the
Congress a final accounting of the finances
and operations of the United States Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, the Unit-
ed States Information Agency, and the Agen-
cy for International Development.
SEC. 1119. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this title, unless otherwise
provided or indicated by the context—

(1) the term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’’ means the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on International Relations of the
House of Representatives;

(2) the term ‘‘Federal agency’’ has the
meaning given to the term ‘‘agency’’ by sec-
tion 551(1) of title 5, United States Code;

(3) the term ‘‘function’’ means any duty,
obligation, power, authority, responsibility,
right, privilege, activity, or program;

(4) the term ‘‘office’’ includes any office,
administration, agency, institute, unit, orga-
nizational entity, or component thereof;
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(5) the term ‘‘transferor agency’’ refers to

each of the following agencies:
(A) The Agency for International Develop-

ment, a component of the International De-
velopment Cooperation Agency.

(B) The International Development Co-
operation Agency (insofar as it exercises
functions related to the Agency for Inter-
national Development).

(C) The United States Information Agency
(exclusive of the Broadcasting Board of Gov-
ernors).

(D) The United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency.
SEC. 1120. LIMITATION ON PERSONNEL

STRENGTH OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
STATE.

(a) END FISCAL YEAR 1996 LEVELS.—The
number of employees of the Department of
State (including members of the Foreign
Service) who are authorized to be employed
as of February 28, 1997, shall not exceed a
number which is 9 percent less than the
number of such employees who are so em-
ployed immediately prior to the date of en-
actment of this Act.

(b) END FISCAL YEAR 1997 LEVELS.—The
number of employees of the Department of
State (including members of the Foreign
Service) who are authorized to be employed
as of September 30, 1997, shall not exceed a
number which is 3 percent less than the
number of such employees who are author-
ized to be so employed as of February 28,
1997.

(c) END FISCAL YEAR 1998 LEVELS.—The
number of employees of the Department of
State (including members of the Foreign
Service) who are authorized to be employed
as of September 30, 1998, shall not exceed a
number which is 2 percent less than the
number of such employees who are author-
ized to be so employed as of September 30,
1997.
TITLE XII—CONSOLIDATION OF DIPLO-

MATIC MISSIONS AND CONSULAR POSTS
SEC. 1201. CONSOLIDATION OF UNITED STATES

DIPLOMATIC MISSIONS AND CON-
SULAR POSTS.

(a) CONSOLIDATION PLAN.—The Secretary of
State shall develop a worldwide plan for the
consolidation, wherever practicable, on a re-
gional or areawide basis, of United States
missions and consular posts abroad in order
to carry out this section.

(b) CONTENTS OF PLAN.—The plan shall—
(1) identify the specific United States dip-

lomatic missions and consular posts for con-
solidation;

(2) identify those missions and posts at
which the resident ambassador would also be
accredited to other specified states in which
the United States either maintained no resi-
dent official presence or maintained such a
presence only at staff level; and

(3) provide an estimate of—
(A) the amount by which expenditures

would be reduced through the reduction in
the number of United States Government
personnel assigned abroad;

(B) through a reduction in the costs of
maintaining United States properties
abroad; and

(C) the amount of revenues generated to
the United States through the sale or other
disposition of United States properties asso-
ciated with the posts to be consolidated
abroad.

(c) TRANSMITTAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of State shall transmit a copy of
the plan to the appropriate congressional
committees.

(d) IMPLEMENTATION.—Not later than 60
days after transmittal of the plan under sub-
section (c), the Secretary of State shall take
steps to implement the plan unless the Con-

gress before such date enacts legislation dis-
approving the plan.

(e) CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCEDURES.—
(1) A joint resolution described in paragraph
(2) which is introduced in a House of Con-
gress after the date on which a plan devel-
oped under subsection (a) is received by Con-
gress, shall be considered in accordance with
the procedures set forth in paragraphs (3)
through (7) of section 8066(c) of the Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations Act, 1985 (as
contained in Public Law 98-473 (98 Stat.
1936)), except that—

(A) references to the ‘‘report described in
paragraph (1)’’ shall be deemed to be ref-
erences to the joint resolution; and

(B) references to the Committee on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives
and to the Committee on Appropriations of
the Senate shall be deemed to be references
to the Committee on International Relations
of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate.

(2) A joint resolution under this paragraph
is a joint resolution the matter after the re-
solving clause of which is as follows: ‘‘That
the Congress disapproves the plan submitted
by the President on llllll pursuant to
section 1109 of the Foreign Relations Revi-
talization Act.’’.

(f) RESUBMISSION OF PLAN.—If, within 60
days of transmittal of a plan under sub-
section (c), Congress enacts legislation dis-
approving the plan, the President shall
transmit to the appropriate congressional
committees a revised plan developed under
subsection (a).

(g) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section requires the termination of
United States diplomatic or consular rela-
tions with any foreign country.

(h) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section:
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’’ means the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate.

(2) PLAN.—The term ‘‘plan’’ means the plan
developed under subsection (a).
SEC. 1202. PROCEDURES FOR COORDINATION OF

GOVERNMENT PERSONNEL AT
OVERSEAS POSTS.

(a) AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN SERVICE
ACT OF 1980.—Section 207 of the Foreign
Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 3927) is amend-
ed—

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (e); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(c)(1) In carrying out subsection (b), the
head of each department, agency, or other
entity of the executive branch of Govern-
ment shall ensure that, in coordination with
the Department of State, the approval of the
chief of mission to a foreign country is
sought on any proposed change in the size,
composition, or mandate of employees of the
respective department, agency, or entity
(other than employees under the command of
a United States area military commander) if
the employees are performing duties in that
country.

‘‘(2) In seeking the approval of the chief of
mission under paragraph (1), the head of a
department, agency, or other entity of the
executive branch of Government shall com-
ply with the procedures set forth in National
Security Decision Directive Number 38, as in
effect on June 2, 1982, and the implementing
guidelines issued thereunder.

‘‘(d) The Secretary of State, in the sole dis-
cretion of the Secretary, may accord diplo-
matic titles, privileges, and immunities to
employees of the executive branch of Gov-
ernment who are performing duties in a for-
eign country.’’.

(b) REVIEW OF PROCEDURES FOR COORDINA-
TION.—(1) The President shall conduct a re-
view of the procedures contained in National
Security Decision Directive Number 38, as in
effect on June 2, 1982, and the practices in
implementation of those procedures, to de-
termine whether the procedures and prac-
tices have been effective to enhance signifi-
cantly the coordination among the several
departments, agencies, and entities of the
executive branch of Government represented
in foreign countries.

(2) Not later than 180 days after the date of
enactment of this Act, the President shall
submit to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions of the Senate and the Committee on
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives a report containing the findings
of the review conducted under paragraph (1),
together with any recommendations for leg-
islation as the President may determine to
be necessary.

On page 184, line 22, insert ‘‘or pursuant to
division C’’ after ‘‘section 1703’’.

On page 210, line 3, insert ‘‘or pursuant to
division C’’ after ‘‘section 1704’’.

On page 215, line 20, insert ‘‘or pursuant to
division C’’ after ‘‘section 1705’’.

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1927

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert:
Whereas Slovakia has held free elections,

has achieved associate membership in the
European Union and is an active participant
in NATO’s Partnership for Peace;

Whereas while the print media is free in
Slovakia, the state television and state news
agency are in government hands and have
been used to advance the agenda of the rul-
ing coalition;

Whereas opposition parliamentarians have
been removed from certain Parliamentary
Committee which are now comprised mainly
or solely of government coalition par-
liamentarians and at least one Parliamen-
tary oversight body, that on the Slovak In-
telligence Service, has no opposition rep-
resentation;

Whereas the Slovak parliament has aban-
doned mass privatization and has declared
that the value of coupons issued to Slovak
citizens will now be drawn on the State
Property Fund rather than on shares in the
companies it owns opening up the possibility
that the government will now be able to sell
state companies to single investors, an ap-
proach which could favor those who are sup-
porters of the ruling coalition; and

Whereas the political battle between the
Slovak President and Prime Minister has re-
sulted in the government taking all legal
means to strip the President of certain pow-
ers in an apparent attempt to intimidate the
President into resigning, steps which do not
indicate respect for a division of powers and
representative government; Now therefore be
it

Resolved, That:
1. the Senate supports an independent Slo-

vakia and commends the people of Slovakia
for the steps they have taken and their sac-
rifices as Slovakia moves from devastating
communist rule to a democratic and free
market society.

2. future consideration of Slovakia for ac-
celerated NATO transition assistance should
be evaluated in terms of its government’s
progress towards freedom of press, represent-
ative government and privatization;

3. consideration of all Central European
countries for accelerated NATO transition
assistance above and beyond that given to
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Partnership for Peace countries should
taken into account the extent to which each
country makes significant progress towards
meeting NATO criteria as well as instituting
political, economic, and military reform.

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1928

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

In paragraph (2) of 22 U.S.C. 2579, the com-
prehensive compilation of arms control and
disarmament studies, delete ‘‘.’’ after ‘‘such
study’’ and insert ‘‘, including an assessment
of the military significance of such arms
control, nonproliferation, and disarmament
issues, and an assessment of whether the
treaties specified in the report continue to
serve the national interests of the United
States.’’.

D’AMATO AMENDMENT NO. 1929

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. D’AMATO) sub-

mitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill, S. 908,
supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. . CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL OF CERTAIN

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE.
(a) PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFICATION.—Section

5302 of title 31, United States Code, is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(e) CERTIFICATION.—The Secretary may
not take any action under this subsection
with respect to a single foreign government
(including agencies or other entities of that
government) or with respect to the currency
of a single foreign country unless the Presi-
dent certifies to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate and
the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services of the House of Representatives
that—

‘‘(1) there is no projected cost (as that
term is defined in section 502 of the Federal
Credit Reform Act of 1990) to the United
States from the proposed action; and

‘‘(2) any proposed obligation or expenditure
of United States funds to or on behalf of the
foreign government is adequately backed by
that foreign country to ensure that all Unit-
ed States funds will be repaid.’’.

(b) LIMITATION ON USE OF EXCHANGE STA-
BILIZATION FUND.—Section 5302 of title 31,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(f) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUND.—Notwith-
standing subsection (a)(2), except as provided
by an Act of Congress, the Secretary may
not take any action under this subsection
with respect to a single foreign government
(including agencies or other entities of that
government) or with respect to the currency
of a single foreign country that would result
in expenditures and obligations, including
contingent obligations, aggregating more
than $1,000,000,000 with respect to that for-
eign country for more than 180 days during
the 12-month period beginning on the date on
which the first such action is taken.’’.

(c) APPLICABILITY.—Subsections (e) and (f)
of section 5302 of title 31, United States Code,
as added by this section, shall not apply to
any action taken under that section as part
of the program of assistance to Mexico an-
nounced by the President on January 31,
1995.

(d) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section
5302(b) of title 31, United States Code, is
amended by striking the second sentence.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall become effective
on October 1, 1995.

MACK (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT
NO. 1930

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. MACK, for him-

self, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr.
HELMS, Mr. DOLE, and Mr. D’AMATO)
submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by them to the bill, S. 908,
supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. 618. CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION OF

CONTACTS WITH CUBAN GOVERN-
MENT OFFICIALS.

(a) ADVANCED NOTIFICATION REQUIRED.—No
funds made available under any provision of
law may be used for the costs and expenses
of negotiations, meetings, discussions, or
contacts between United States Government
officials or representatives and officials or
representatives of the Cuban government re-
lating to normalization of relations between
the United States and Cuba unless 15 days in
advance the President has notified the
Speaker of the House of Representatives and
the chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate in accordance with
procedures applicable to reprogramming no-
tifications under section 634A of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961.

(b) REPORTS.—Within 15 days of any nego-
tiations, meetings, discussions, or contacts
between individuals described in subsection
(a), with respect to any matter, the Presi-
dent shall submit a report to the Speaker of
the House of Representatives and the chair-
man of the Committee on Foreign Relations
of the Senate detailing the individuals in-
volved, the matters discussed, and any agree-
ments made, including agreements to con-
duct future negotiations, meetings, discus-
sions, or contacts.

DeWINE AMENDMENT NO. 1931

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. DEWINE) submit-

ted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill, S. 908, supra;
as follows:

On page 12, between lines 4 and 5, insert
the following new subsection:

(d) REIMBURSEMENT OF COLUMBUS, OHIO,
FOR EXTRAORDINARY SECURITY EXPENSES.—Of
the amounts authorized to be appropriated
for ‘‘Protection of Foreign Missions and Offi-
cials’’ in subsection (a)(9), $500,000 is author-
ized to be available to reimburse the City of
Columbus, Ohio, for the costs associated
with the provision by the city of extraor-
dinary security services in connection with
the World Summit on Trade Efficiency, held
in Columbus in October 1994, in accordance
with section 208 of title 3, United States
Code. For purposes of making reimburse-
ments under this section, the limitations of
section 202(10) of title 3, United States Code,
shall not apply.

INHOFE AMENDMENT NO. 1932

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. INHOFE) submit-

ted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill, S. 908, supra;
as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:
SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING THE

GUATEMALAN PEACE PROCESS.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—

(1) the Guatemalan peace process to end 34
years of insurgency and internal armed con-
frontation has produced 6 agreements under
the auspices of the United Nations as a re-
sult of the leadership of Guatemalan Presi-
dent Ramiro de Leon Carpio;

(2) the agreements include accords on—
(A) the protection of human rights;
(B) the rights of indigenous peoples;
(C) the treatment and rights of returning

refugees; and
(D) the establishment of a Historical Clari-

fication Commission to address past viola-
tions of human rights by both Guatemalan
government forces and the insurgent guer-
rilla forces in the course of the 34-year inter-
nal armed confrontation;

(3) the Government of Guatemala has
begun already to implement the agreements
reached in the peace process, including the
United National Human Rights Verification
Mission to Guatemala (MINUGUA), under
which more than 400 international observers
today are monitoring compliance by the
Government of Guatemala with the human
rights accords and other obligations of Gua-
temala with regard to human rights;

(4) the government of President de Leon
Carpio has taken significant steps to
strengthen and reform the Guatemalan judi-
cial system, law enforcement, and civil insti-
tutions;

(5) under the reform constitution of 1985,
Guatemala has enjoyed 3 consecutive con-
stitutional successions of power, including
the election of President de Leon Carpio by
the Guatemalan congress in the wake of the
successful resistance of congress, the Guate-
malan constitutional court, the Guatemalan
military and the Guatemalan people to the
abortive attempted autocoup by then Presi-
dent Serrano;

(6) Guatemala has announced elections for
President and congress in November 1995;

(7) even in light of these substantial
achievements to date, all friends of Guate-
mala hope for more progress, especially
progress toward respect for human rights,
the end of immunity from prosecution, the
punishment of individuals who commit
human rights violations, and the develop-
ment of strong civilian institutions; and

(8) all friends of Guatemala should offer
support for those elements of the Guate-
malan government, the Guatemalan mili-
tary, and Guatemalan society who are com-
mitted to completing the peace process and
to national reconciliation now, in the time
of transition, when that assistance can be of
greatest assistance.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—The Congress
hereby—

(1) encourages the President to continue to
support the just and speedy conclusion of the
Guatemalan peace process through its par-
ticipation in the Group of Friends of the
Guatemalan Peace Process and otherwise;
and

(2) encourages the President to offer sup-
port to the Guatemalan government in its ef-
forts to reform and strengthen civilian insti-
tutions, especially efforts to strengthen the
judicial system, law enforcement, and local
government.

MURKOWSKI AMENDMENT NO. 1933
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. MURKOWSKI) sub-

mitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill, S. 908,
supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. . NORTH-SOUTH DIALOGUE ON THE KO-

REAN PENINSULA AND THE UNITED
STATES-NORTH KOREA AGREED
FRAMEWORK.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
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(1) the Agreed Framework Between the

United States and the Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea of October 21, 1994, states
in Article III, paragraph (2), that ‘‘[t]he
DPRK will consistently take steps to imple-
ment the North-South Joint Declaration on
the Denuclearization of the Korean Penin-
sula’’;

(2) the Agreed Framework also states the
‘‘[t]he DPRK will engage in North-South dia-
logue, as this Agreed Framework will help
create an atmosphere that promotes such
dialogue’’;

(3) the two agreements entered into be-
tween North and South Korea in 1992, name-
ly the North-South Denuclearization Agree-
ment and the Agreement on Reconciliation,
Nonaggression and Exchanges and Coopera-
tion, provide an existing and detailed frame-
work for dialogue between North and South
Korea;

(4) the North Korean nuclear program is
just one of the lingering threats to peace on
the Korean Peninsula; and

(5) the reduction of tensions between North
and South Korea directly serve United
States interests, given the substantial de-
fense commitment of the United States to
South Korea and the presence on the Korean
Peninsula of United States troops.

(b) STEPS TOWARD NORTH-SOUTH DIALOGUE
ON THE KOREAN PENINSULA.—It is the sense of
the Congress that—

(1) substantive dialogue between North and
South Korea is vital to the implementation
of the Agreed Framework Between the Unit-
ed States and North Korea, dated October 21,
1994; and

(2) together with South Korea and other
concerned allies, and in keeping with the
spirit and letter of the 1992 agreements be-
tween North and South Korea, the President
should pursue measures to reduce tensions
between North and South Korea and should
facilitate progress toward—

(A) holding a North Korea-South Korea
summit;

(B) initiating mutual nuclear facility in-
spections by North and South Korea;

(C) establishing liaison offices in both
North and South Korea;

(D) resuming a North-South joint military
discussion regarding steps to reduce tensions
between North and South Korea;

(E) expanding trade relations between
North and South Korea;

(F) promoting freedom to travel between
North and South Korea by citizens of both
North and South Korea;

(G) cooperating in science and technology;
education, the arts, health, sports, the envi-
ronment, publishing, journalism, and other
fields of mutual interest;

(H) establishing postal and telecommuni-
cations services between North and South
Korea; and

(I) reconnecting railroads and roadways be-
tween North and South Korea.

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Beginning 3
months after the date of enactment of this
Act, and every 6 months thereafter, the
President shall transmit to the appropriate
congressional committees a report setting
forth the progress made in carrying out sub-
section (a).

(d) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section:
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’’ means the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on International Relations of the
House of Representative.

(2) NORTH KOREA.—The term ‘‘North
Korea’’ means the Democratic People’s Re-
public of Korea.

(3) SOUTH KOREA.—The term ‘‘South
Korea’’ means the Republic of Korea.

D’AMATO AMENDMENT NO. 1934

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. D’AMATO) sub-

mitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill, S. 908,
supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. . ANNUAL REPORTS ON IRAN.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—Beginning one year
after the date of enactment of this Act, and
annually thereafter, the President shall sub-
mit to the congressional committees speci-
fied in subsection (b) a report describing, for
the preceding 12-month period—

(1) actions by Iran in support of acts of
international terrorism;

(2) the status of programs in Iran to de-
velop nuclear, biological, and chemical weap-
ons:

(3) the acquisition by Iran of additional
conventional weapons; and

(4) the record of Iran in observing inter-
nationally recognized human rights.

(b) FORM OF REPORT.—The report shall be
submitted in unclassified form, together
with a classified addendum, if necessary.

(c) COMMITTEES SPECIFIED.—The congres-
sional committees referred to in subsection
(a) are the Committees on International Re-
lations and Banking and Financial Services
of the House of Representatives and the
Committees on Foreign Relations and Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Sen-
ate.

MCCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 1935

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. MCCAIN) submit-

ted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill, S. 908, supra;
as follows:

On page 124, below line 20, add the follow-
ing:
SEC. 618. IRAN AND IRAQ ARMS NON-PROLIFERA-

TION.
(a) CLARIFICATION OF POLICY.—Section

1602(a) of the Iran-Iraq Arms Non-Prolifera-
tion Act of 1992 (title XVI of Public Law 102–
484; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended by strik-
ing out ‘‘chemical, biological, nuclear,’’ and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘weapons of mass
destruction’’.

(b) SANCTIONS AGAINST IRAN.—Section 1603
of such Act is amended by striking out
‘‘paragraphs (1) through (4)’’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘‘paragraphs (1) through (8)’’.

(c) SANCTIONS AGAINST CERTAIN PERSONS.—
(1) Subsection (a) of section 1604 of such Act
is amended by inserting ‘‘to acquire weapons
of mass destruction, or the means of their
delivery, or’’ before ‘‘to acquire’’.

(2) Subsection (b) of such section 1604 is
amended—

(A) in paragraph (1), ‘‘, and shall provide
for the expeditious termination of any cur-
rent contract for goods or services,’’ after
‘‘goods or services’’;

(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘, and
shall revoke any license issued,’’ after ‘‘shall
not issue’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
paragraphs:

‘‘(3) MIGRATION SANCTION.—
‘‘(A) INDIVIDUALS.—The sanctioned person

shall be ineligible to receive a visa for entry
into the United States and shall be excluded
from admission into the United States.

‘‘(B) CORPORATIONS.—In the case of a sanc-
tioned person that is a corporation, partner-
ship, or other form of association, the offi-
cers, directors, employees, and agents of the
corporation, partnership, or association shall
be ineligible to receive a visa for entry into

the United States and shall be excluded from
admission into the United States.

‘‘(4) FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.—The Presi-
dent shall by order prohibit any depository
institution that is chartered by, or that has
its principal place of business within, a
State, the District of Columbia, or the Unit-
ed States from making any loan or providing
any credit to the sanctioned person, except
for loans or credits for the purpose of pur-
chasing food or other agricultural commod-
ities.

‘‘(5) TRANSITING UNITED STATES TERRI-
TORY.—(A) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law (other than a treaty or other
international agreement), no sanctioned per-
son, no item which is the product or manu-
facture of the sanctioned person, and no
technology developed by the sanctioned per-
son may transit any territory subject to the
jurisdiction of the United States.

‘‘(B) The Secretary of Transportation may
provide for such exceptions from this para-
graph as the Secretary considers necessary
to provide for emergencies in which the safe-
ty of an aircraft or a vessel, or its crew or
passengers, is threatened.’’.

(3) Such section 1604 is further amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(c) EXCEPTIONS.—The sanction described
in subsection (b)(1) shall not apply in the
case of procurement of defense articles or de-
fense services—

‘‘(1) under existing contracts or sub-
contracts, including the exercise of options
for production quantities to satisfy oper-
ational military requirements essential to
the national security of the United States;

‘‘(2) if the President determines that the
person or other entity to which the sanctions
would otherwise be applied is a sole source
supplier of the defense articles or services,
that the defense articles or services are es-
sential, and that alternative sources are not
readily or reasonably available; or

‘‘(3) if the President determines that such
articles or services are essential to the na-
tional security under defense coproduction
agreements.’’.

(d) SANCTIONS AGAINST FOREIGN COUN-
TRIES.—(1) Subsection (a) of section 1605 of
such Act is amended by inserting ‘‘to acquire
weapons of mass destruction, or the means of
their delivery, or’’ before ‘‘to acquire’’.

(2) Subsection (b) of such section 1605 is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(6) ADDITIONAL SANCTIONS.—The sanctions
against Iraq specified in paragraphs (1), (3),
(4), (6), and (7) of section 586G(a) of the Iraq
Sanctions Act of 1990 (50 U.S.C. 1701 note)
shall be applied to the same extent and in
the same manner with respect to a sanc-
tioned country.’’.

(3) Such section 1605 is further amended—
(A) in subsection (a)(2), by striking out

‘‘the sanction’’ and inserting in lieu thereof
‘‘the sanctions’’; and

(B) by striking out subsection (c) and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following new sub-
section (c):

‘‘(c) DISCRETIONARY SANCTIONS.—The sanc-
tions referred to in subsection (a)(2) are as
follows:

‘‘(1) USE OF AUTHORITIES OF INTERNATIONAL
EMERGENCY ECONOMIC POWERS ACT.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), the President may exer-
cise, in accordance with the provisions of
that Act, the authorities of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers Act
(50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) with respect to the
sanctioned country.

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—Subparagraph (A) does
not apply with respect to urgent humani-
tarian assistance.
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‘‘(2) PROHIBITION ON VESSELS THAT ENTER

PORTS OF SANCTIONED COUNTRIES TO ENGAGE IN
TRADE.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Beginning on the 10th
day after a sanction is imposed under this
title against a country, a vessel which enters
a port or place in the sanctioned country to
engage in the trade of goods or services may
not, if the President so requires, within 180
days after departure from such port or place
in the sanctioned country, load or unload
any freight at any place in the United
States.

‘‘(B) DEFINITION.—As used in this para-
graph, the term ‘vessel’ includes every de-
scription of water craft or other contrivance
used, or capable of being used, as a means of
transportation in water, but does not include
aircraft.

‘‘(3) PRESIDENTIAL ACTION REGARDING AVIA-
TION.—(A)(i) The President may notify the
government of the sanctioned country of his
intention to suspend the authority of foreign
air carriers owned or controlled by the gov-
ernment of that country to engage in foreign
air transportation to or from the United
States.

‘‘(ii) The President may direct the Sec-
retary of Transportation to suspend at the
earliest possible date the authority of any
foreign air carrier owned or controlled, di-
rectly or indirectly, by that government to
engage in foreign air transportation to or
from the United States, notwithstanding any
agreement relating to air services.

‘‘(B)(i) The President may direct the Sec-
retary of State to terminate any air service
agreement between the United States and
the sanctioned country in accordance with
the provisions of that agreement.

‘‘(ii) Upon termination of an agreement
under this subparagraph, the Secretary of
Transportation shall take such steps as may
be necessary to revoke at the earliest pos-
sible date the right of any foreign air carrier
owned, or controlled, directly or indirectly,
by the government of that country to engage
in foreign air transportation to or from the
United States.

‘‘(C) The President shall direct the Sec-
retary of Transportation to provide for such
exceptions from this paragraph as the Presi-
dent considers necessary to provide for emer-
gencies in which the safety of an aircraft or
its crew or passengers is threatened.

‘‘(D) For purposes of this paragraph, the
terms ‘air carrier’, ‘air transportation’, ‘air-
craft’, and ‘foreign air carrier’ have the
meanings given such terms in paragraphs (2),
(5), (6), and (21) of section 40102 of title 49,
United States Code, respectively.’’.

(4) Such section 1605 is further amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(d) SANCTION FOR ASSISTING IRAN IN IM-
PROVING ROCKET OR OTHER WEAPONS CAPA-
BILITY.—The sanction set forth in section
586I(a) of the Iraq Sanctions Act of 1990 (50
U.S.C. 1701 note) against governments that
assist Iraq in improving its rocket tech-
nology or weapons of mass destruction capa-
bility shall be applied to the same extent and
in the same manner with respect to govern-
ments that so assist Iran.’’.

(e) TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS AGAINST
CERTAIN PERSONS.—Such Act is further
amended—

(1) in section 1604(b)—
(A) by striking out ‘‘The sanctions’’ in the

matter preceding paragraph (1) and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘‘Subject to section 1606A, the
sanctions’’; and

(B) by striking out ‘‘For a period of two
years, the United States’’ in paragraphs (1)
and (2) and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘The
United States’’;

(2) in section 1605—

(A) by striking out ‘‘If’’ in subsection (a)
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Subject to sec-
tion 1606A, if’’; and

(B) in subsection (b)—
(i) by striking out ‘‘, for a period of one

year,’’ in paragraphs (1), (3), and (4);
(ii) by striking out ‘‘for a period of one

year,’’ in paragraph (2);
(iii) by striking out ‘‘during that period’’

in paragraph (4); and
(iv) by striking out ‘‘for a period of one

year’’ in paragraph (5); and
(3) by inserting after section 1606 the fol-

lowing new section:
‘‘SEC. 1606A. TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS.

‘‘Except as otherwise provided in this title,
the sanctions imposed pursuant to section
1604(a) or 1605(a) shall cease to apply to a
sanctioned person or government 30 days
after the President certifies to the Congress
that reliable information indicates that the
sanctioned person or government, as the case
may be, has ceased to violate this title.’’.

(f) WAIVER.—Section 1606 of such Act is
amended by striking out ‘‘or 1605(b)’’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘‘1605(b), or 1605(d)’’.

(g) RULES AND REGULATIONS.—Such Act is
further amended by adding after section 1607
the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 1607A. RULES AND REGULATIONS.

‘‘The President may prescribe such rules
and regulations as the President requires to
carry out this title.’’.

(h) DEFINITIONS.—Section 1608 of such Act
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘naval vessels with offen-

sive capabilities,’’ after ‘‘advanced military
aircraft,’’ in subparagraph (A); and

(B) by striking out ‘‘or enhance offensive
capabilities in destabilizing ways’’ each
place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
‘‘, enhance offensive capabilities in desta-
bilizing ways, or threaten international ship-
ping’’;

(2) in paragraph (7), by striking out sub-
paragraph (A) and inserting in lieu thereof
the following new subparagraph (A):

‘‘(A) any assistance under the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.),
other than urgent humanitarian assistance
or medicine;’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(8) The term ‘goods or technology’ in-

cludes any item of the type that is listed on
the Nuclear Referral List under section
309(c) of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act
of 1978, the United States Munitions List (es-
tablished in section 38 of the Arms Export
Control Act), or the MTCR Annex (as defined
in section 74(4) of the Arms Export Control
Act) or any item that is subject to licensing
by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

‘‘(9) The term ‘United States’ includes ter-
ritories and possessions of the United States
and the customs waters of the United States,
as defined in section 401 of the Tariff Act of
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1401).

‘‘(10) The term ‘weapons of mass destruc-
tion’ includes nuclear, chemical, and biologi-
cal weapons.’’.

(i) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—Such Act is
further amended—

(1) in section 1606, by striking out ‘‘the
Committees on Armed Services and Foreign
Affairs of the House of Representatives’’ and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘the Committees on
National Security and International Rela-
tions of the House of Representatives ’’; and

(2) in section 1607, by striking out ‘‘the
Committees on Armed Services and Foreign
Affairs of the House of Representatives’’
each place it appears in subsections (a) and
(b) and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘the Com-
mittees on National Security and Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives’’.

(j) REVISION OF FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF
1961.—Section 498A(b)(3) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2295a(b)(3)) is
amended by inserting ‘‘and notwithstanding
the compliance of such state with inter-
national agreements relating to weapons of
mass destruction,’’ before ‘‘knowingly trans-
ferred’’ in the matter preceding subpara-
graph (A).

(k) REVISION OF IRAQ SANCTIONS ACT OF
1990.—Section 586I(a) of the Iraq Sanctions
Act of 1990 (50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended
by striking out ‘‘or chemical, biological, or
nuclear weapons capability’’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘‘its chemical, biological, or nu-
clear weapons capability, or its acquisition
of destabilizing numbers and types of ad-
vanced conventional weapons’’.

HELMS (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1936

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for himself, Mr. DOLE,

Mr. MACK, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. GRA-
HAM, Mr. D’AMATO, Mr. HATCH, Mr.
GRAMM, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. FAIRCLOTH,
Mr. GREGG, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. HOLLINGS,
Ms. SNOWE, Mr. KYL, Mr. THOMAS, Mr.
SMITH, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. WARNER,
Mr. NICKLES, Mr. ROBB, and Mr. CRAIG)
submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by them to the bill, S. 908,
supra; as follows:

At the end of the bill, add the following
new division: ‘‘Division C—Cuban Liberty
and Democratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act
of 1995’’.
SECTION 2001. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CON-

TENTS.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This division may be

cited as ‘‘Cuban Liberty and Democratic Sol-
idarity (LIBERTAD) Act of 1995’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this division is as follows:
Sec. 2001. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2002. Findings.
Sec. 2003. Purposes.
Sec. 2004. Definitions.
TITLE I—STRENGTHENING INTER-

NATIONAL SANCTIONS AGAINST THE
CASTRO GOVERNMENT

Sec. 2101. Statement of Policy.
Sec. 2102. Authorization of support for demo-

cratic and human rights groups
and international observers.

Sec. 2103. Enforcement of the economic em-
bargo of Cuba.

Sec. 2104. Prohibition against indirect fi-
nancing of Cuba.

Sec. 2105. United States opposition to Cuban
membership in international fi-
nancial institutions.

Sec. 2106. United States opposition to the
termination of the suspension
of the Government of Cuba
from participation in the Orga-
nization of American States.

Sec. 2107. Assistance by the independent
states of the former Soviet
Union for the Government of
Cuba.

Sec. 2108. Television broadcasting to Cuba.
Sec. 2109. Reports on commerce with, and as-

sistance to, Cuba from other
foreign countries.

Sec. 2110. Importation safeguard against cer-
tain Cuban products.

Sec. 2111. Reinstitution of family remit-
tances and travel to Cuba.

Sec. 2112. News Bureaus in Cuba.
TITLE II—SUPPORT FOR A FREE AND

INDEPENDENT CUBA
Sec. 2201. Policy toward a transition govern-

ment and a democratically
elected government in Cuba.
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Sec. 2202. Assistance for the Cuban people.
Sec. 2203. Implementation; reports to Con-

gress.
Sec. 2204. Termination of the economic em-

bargo of Cuba.
Sec. 2205. Requirements for a transition gov-

ernment.
Sec. 2206. Requirements for a democratically

elected government.
Sec. 2207. Settlement of outstanding U.S.

claims to confiscated property
in Cuba.

TITLE III—PROTECTION OF AMERICAN
NATIONALS AGAINST CONFISCATORY
TAKINGS BY THE CASTRO REGIME IN
VIOLATION OF INTERNATIONAL LAW

Sec. 2301. Statement of Policy.
Sec. 2302. Liability for trafficking in con-

fiscated property claimed by
United States nationals.

Sec. 2303. Proof of Ownership.
Sec. 2304. Exclusivity of Foreign Claims Set-

tlement Commission Certifi-
cation Procedure.

SEC. 2002 FINDINGS.
The Congress makes the following findings:
(1) The economy of Cuba has experienced a

decline of approximately 60 percent in the
last 5 years as a result of—

(A) the reduction in subsidies from the
former Soviet Union;

(B) 36 years of Communist tyranny and
economic mismanagement by the Castro
government;

(C) the precipitous decline in trade be-
tween Cuba and the countries of the former
Soviet bloc; and

(D) the policy of the Russian Government
and the countries of the former Soviet bloc
to conduct economic relations with Cuba
predominantly on commercial terms.

(2) At the same time, the welfare and
health of the Cuban people have substan-
tially deteriorated as a result of Cuba’s eco-
nomic decline and the refusal of the Castro
regime to permit free and fair democratic
elections in Cuba or to adopt any economic
or political reforms that would lead to de-
mocracy, a market economy, or an economic
recovery.

(3) The repression of the Cuban people, in-
cluding a ban on free and fair democratic
elections and the continuing violation of
fundamental human rights, has isolated the
Cuban regime as the only nondemocratic
government in the Western Hemisphere.

(4) As long as no such economic or political
reforms are adopted by the Cuban govern-
ment, the economic condition of the country
and the welfare of the Cuban people will not
improve in any significant way.

(5) Fidel Castro has defined democratic
pluralism as ‘‘pluralistic garbage’’ and has
made clear that he has no intention of per-
mitting free and fair democratic elections in
Cuba or otherwise tolerating the democra-
tization of Cuban society.

(6) The Castro government, in an attempt
to retain absolute political power, continues
to utilize, as it has from its inception, tor-
ture in various forms (including psychiatric
abuse), execution, exile, confiscation, politi-
cal imprisonment, and other forms of terror
and repression as most recently dem-
onstrated by the massacre of more than 40
Cuban men, women, and children attempting
to flee Cuba.

(7) The Castro government holds hostage in
Cuba innocent Cubans whose relatives have
escaped the country.

(8) The Castro government has threatened
international peace and security by engaging
in acts of armed subversion and terrorism,
such as the training and supplying of groups
dedicated to international violence.

(9) Over the past 36 years, the Cuban gov-
ernment has posed a national security threat
to the United States.

(10) The completion and any operation of a
nuclear-powered facility in Cuba, for energy
generation or otherwise, poses an unaccept-
able threat to the national security of the
United States.

(11) The unleashing on United States
shores of thousands of Cuban refugees fleeing
Cuban oppression will be considered an act of
aggression.

(12) The Government of Cuba engages in il-
legal international narcotics trade and har-
bors fugitives from justice in the United
States.

(13) The totalitarian nature of the Castro
regime has deprived the Cuban people of any
peaceful means to improve their condition
and has led thousands of Cuban citizens to
risk or lose their lives in dangerous attempts
to escape from Cuba to freedom.

(14) Attempts to escape from Cuba and cou-
rageous acts of defiance of the Castro regime
by Cuban pro-democracy and human rights
groups have ensured the international com-
munity’s continued awareness of, and con-
cern for, the plight of Cuba.

(15) The Cuban people deserve to be as-
sisted in a decisive manner in order to end
the tyranny that has oppressed them for 36
years.

(16) Radio Marti and Television Marti have
been effective vehicles for providing the peo-
ple of Cuba with news and information and
have helped to bolster the morale of the Cu-
bans living under tyranny.

(17) The consistent policy of the United
States towards Cuba since the beginning of
the Castro regime, carried out by both
Democratic and Republican administrations,
has sought to keep faith with the people of
Cuba, and has been effective in isolating the
totalitarian Castro regime.
SEC. 2003. PURPOSES.

The purposes of this division are—
(1) to assist the Cuban people in regaining

their freedom and prosperity, as well as in
joining the community of democratic coun-
tries that are flourishing in the Western
Hemisphere;

(2) to strengthen international sanctions
against the Castro government;

(3) to provide for the continued national
security of the United States in the face of
continuing threats from the Castro govern-
ment of terrorism, theft of property from
United States nationals, and the political
manipulation of the desire of Cubans to es-
cape that results in mass migration to the
United States;

(4) to encourage the holding of free and fair
democratic elections in Cuba, conducted
under the supervision of internationally rec-
ognized observers;

(5) to provide a policy framework for Unit-
ed States support to the Cuban people in re-
sponse to the formation of a transition gov-
ernment or a democratically elected govern-
ment in Cuba; and

(6) to protect American nationals against
confiscatory takings and the wrongful traf-
ficking in property confiscated by the Castro
regime.
SEC. 2004. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this division, the following
terms have the following meanings—

(1) AGENCY OR INSTRUMENTALITY OF A FOR-
EIGN STATE.—The term ‘‘agency or instru-
mentality of a foreign state’’ has the mean-
ing given that term in section 1603(b) of title
28, United States Code, except as otherwise
provided for in this division under section
2004(5).

(2) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’’ means the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and the Committee on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Foreign Rela-

tions and the Committee on Appropriations
of the Senate.

(3) COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY.—The term ‘‘com-
mercial activity’’ has the meaning given
that term in section 1603(d) of title 28, Unit-
ed States Code.

(4) CONFISCATED.—The term ‘‘confiscated’’
refers to:

(A) the nationalization, expropriation, or
other seizure by Cuban government of owner-
ship or control of property, on or after Janu-
ary 1, 1959,—

(i) without the property having been re-
turned or adequate and effective compensa-
tion provided; or

(ii) without the claim to the property hav-
ing been settled pursuant to an international
claims settlement agreement or other mutu-
ally accepted settlement procedure; and

(B) the repudiation by the Cuban govern-
ment of, the default by the Cuban govern-
ment on, or the failure by the Cuban govern-
ment to pay, on or after January 1, 1959—

(i) a debt of any enterprise which has been
nationalized, expropriated or otherwise
taken by the Cuban government,

(ii) a debt which is a charge on property
nationalized, expropriated or otherwise
taken by the Cuban government, or

(iii) a debt which was incurred by the
Cuban government in satisfaction or settle-
ment of a confiscated property claim.

(5) CUBAN GOVERNMENT.—(A) The terms
‘‘Cuban government’’ and ‘‘Government of
Cuba’’ include the government of any politi-
cal subdivision of Cuba, and any agency or
instrumentality of the Government of Cuba.

(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the
term ‘‘agency or instrumentality of the Gov-
ernment of Cuba’’ means an agency or in-
strumentality of a foreign state as defined in
section 1603(b) of title 28, United States
Code, with ‘‘Cuba’’ substituted for ‘‘a foreign
state’’ each place it appears in such section.

(6) DEMOCRATICALLY ELECTED GOVERNMENT
IN CUBA.—The term ‘‘democratically elected
government in Cuba’’ means a government
that the President has determined as being
democratically elected, taking into account
the factors listed in section 2206.

(7) ECONOMIC EMBARGO OF CUBA.—The term
‘‘economic embargo of Cuba’’ refers to the
economic embargo imposed against Cuba
pursuant to section 620(a) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(a)), sec-
tion 5(b) of the Trading With the Enemy Act
(50 U.S.C. 1701 and following), the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. App. 5(b)),
the International Emergency Economic Pow-
ers Act (50 U.S.C. App. 2401 and following), as
modified by the Cuban Democracy Act of
1992 (22 U.S.C. 6001 and following).

(8) FOREIGN NATIONAL.—The term ‘‘foreign
national’’ means—

(A) an alien, or
(B) any corporation, trust, partnership, or

other juridical entity not organized under
the laws of the United States, or of any
State, the District of Columbia, or the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, or any other ter-
ritory or possession of the United States.

(9) KNOWINGLY.—The term ‘‘knowingly’’
means with knowledge or having reason to
know.

(10) OFFICIAL OF THE CUBAN GOVERNMENT OR
THE RULING POLITICAL PARTY IN CUBA.—The
term ‘‘official of the Cuban Government or
the ruling political party in Cuba’’ refers to
members of the Council of Ministers, Council
of State, central committee of the Cuban
Communist Party, the Politburo, or their
equivalents.

(11) PROPERTY.—(A) The term ‘‘property’’
means any property (including patents,
copyrights, trademarks and any other form
of intellectual property), whether real, per-
sonal or mixed, and any present, future, or
contingent right, security, or other interest
therein, including any leasehold interest.
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(B) For purposes of Title III of this divi-

sion, the term ‘‘property’’ shall not include
real property used for residential purposes,
unless, at the time of enactment of this
Act—

(i) the claim to the property is held by a
United States national and the claim has
been certified under title V of the Inter-
national Claims Settlement Act of 1949; or

(ii) the property is occupied by an official
of the Cuban government or the ruling polit-
ical party in Cuba.

(12) TRAFFICS.—(A) As used in title III, a
person or entity ‘‘traffics’’ in property if
that person or entity knowingly and inten-
tionally—

(i) sells, transfers, distributes, dispenses,
brokers, manages, or otherwise disposes of
confiscated property, or purchases, leases,
receives, possesses, obtains controls of, man-
ages, uses or otherwise acquires or holds an
interest in confiscated property,

(ii) engages in a commercial activity using
or otherwise benefitting from a confiscated
property, or

(iii) causes, directs, participates in, or
profits from, trafficking (as described in
clauses (i) and (ii) by another person, or oth-
erwise engages in trafficking (as described in
clauses (i) and (ii)) through another person,
without the authorization of the United
States national who holds a claim to the
property.

(B) The term ‘‘traffic’’ does not include—
(i) the delivery of international tele-

communications signals to Cuba;
(ii) the trading or holding of securities

publicly traded or held, unless the trading is
with or by a person determined by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to be a specially des-
ignated national;

(iii) transactions and uses of property inci-
dent to lawful travel to Cuba, to the degree
that such transactions and uses of property
are necessary to the conduct of such travel;
or

(iv) transactions and uses property for resi-
dential purposes by a person who is both a
citizen of Cuba and a resident of Cuba, and
who is not an official of the Cuban govern-
ment or the ruling political party in Cuba,
uncles, at the time of enactment of this Act,
the claim to the property is held by a United
States national and the claim has been cer-
tified under title V of the International
Claims Settlement Act of 1949.

(13) TRANSITION GOVERNMENT IN CUBA.—The
term ‘‘transition government in Cuba’’
means a government that the President de-
termines as being a transition government
consistent with the requirements and factors
listed in section 2205.

(14) UNITED STATES NATIONAL.—The term
‘‘United States national’’ means—

(A) any United States citizen; or
(B) any other legal entity which is orga-

nized under the laws of the United States, or
of any State, the District of Columbia, or the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, or any other
territory or possession of the United States,
and which has its principal place of business
in the United States
TITLE I—STRENGTHENING INTER-

NATIONAL SANCTIONS AGAINST THE
CASTRO GOVERNMENT

SEC. 2101. STATEMENT OF POLICY.
It is the sense of the Congress that—
(1) the acts of the Castro government, in-

cluding its massive, systematic, and extraor-
dinary violations of human rights, are a
threat to international peace;

(2) the President should advocate, and
should instruct the United States Permanent
Representative to the United Nations to pro-
pose and seek within the Security Council a
mandatory international embargo against
the totalitarian government of Cuba pursu-

ant to chapter VII of the Charter of the Unit-
ed Nations, employing efforts similar to con-
sultations conducted by United States rep-
resentatives with respect to Haiti;

(3) any resumption of efforts by any inde-
pendent state of the former Soviet Union to
make operational the nuclear facility at
Cienfuegos, Cuba, and the continuation of in-
telligence activities from Cuba targeted at
the United States and its citizens will have
a detrimental impact on United States and
its citizens will have a detrimental impact
on United States assistance to such state;
and

(4) in view of the threat to the national se-
curity posed by the operation of any nuclear
facility, and the Castro government’s con-
tinuing blackmail to unleash another wave
of Cuban refugees fleeing from Castro’s op-
pression, most of whom find their way to
other resources of the United States, the
President should do all in his power to make
it clear to the Cuban government that——

(A) the completion and operation of any
nuclear power facility, or

(B) any further political manipulation of
the desire of Cubans to escape that results in
mass migration to the United States

will be considered an act of aggression which
will be met with an appropriate response in
order to maintain the security of the na-
tional borders of the United States and the
health and safety of the American people.
SEC. 2102. AUTHORIZATION OF SUPPORT FOR

DEMOCRATIC AND HUMAN RIGHTS
GROUPS AND INTERNATIONAL OB-
SERVERS.

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—The President is au-
thorized to furnish assistance to and make
available other support for individuals and
nongovernmental organizations to support
democracy-building efforts in Cuba, includ-
ing the following:

(1) Published and informational matter,
such as books, videos, and cassettes, on tran-
sitions to democracy, human rights, and
market economies to be made available to
independent democratic groups in Cuba.

(2) Humanitarian assistance to victims of
political repression and their families.

(3) Support for democratic and human
rights groups in Cuba.

(4) Support for visits and permanent de-
ployment of independent international
human rights monitors in Cuba.

(b) DENIAL OF FUNDS TO THE GOVERN-
MENT OF CUBA.—In implementing this sec-
tion, the President shall take all necessary
steps to ensure that no funds or other assist-
ance are provided to the Government of Cuba
or any of its agencies, entities or instrumen-
talities.

(c) SUPERSEDING OTHER LAWS.—As-
sistance may be provided under this section
notwithstanding any other provision of law,
except for section 634(A) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2394) and com-
parable notification requirements contained
in sections of the annual foreign operations,
export financing, and related programs Act.
SEC. 2103. ENFORCEMENT OF THE ECONOMIC

EMBARGO OF CUBA.
(a) POLICY.—(1) The Congress hereby reaf-

firms section 1704(a) of the Cuban Democracy
Act of 1992, which states the President
should encourage foreign countries to re-
strict trade and credit relations with Cuba in
a manner consistent with the purposes of
that Act.

(2) The Congress further urges the Presi-
dent to take immediate steps to apply the
sanctions described in section 1704(b)(1) of
such Act against countries assisting Cuba.

(b) DIPLOMATIC EFFORTS.—The Secretary of
State should ensure that United States dip-
lomatic personnel abroad understand and, in
their contacts with foreign officials are com-

municating the reasons for the United States
economic embargo of Cuba, and are urging
foreign governments to cooperate more ef-
fectively with the embargo.

(c) EXISTING REGULATIONS.—The President
shall instruct the Secretary of the Treasury
and the Attorney General to enforce fully
the Cuban Assets Control Regulations in
part 515 of title 31, Code of Federal Regula-
tions.

(d) TRADING WITH THE ENEMY ACT.—(1)
Subsection (b) of section 16 of the Trading
With the Enemy Act (50 U.S.C. App. 16(b)), as
added by Public Law 102–484, is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(b)(1) A civil penalty of not to exceed
$50,000 may be imposed by the Secretary of
the Treasury on any person who violates any
license, order, rule, or regulation issued in
compliance with the provisions of this divi-
sion.

‘‘(2) Any property, funds, securities, pa-
pers, or other articles or documents, or any
vessel, together with its tackle, apparel, fur-
niture, and equipment, that is the subject of
a violation under paragraph (1) shall, at the
direction of the Secretary of the Treasury,
be forfeited to the United States Govern-
ment.

‘‘(3) Judicial review of any penalty im-
posed under this subsection may be had to
the extent provided in section 702 of title 5,
United States Code.’’

(2) Section 16 of the Trading With the
Enemy Act is further amended—

(A) by striking subsection (b), as added by
Public Law 102–393; and

(B) by striking subsection (c).
(e) COVERAGE OF DEBT-FOR-EQUITY SWABS

UNDER THE ECONOMIC EMBARGO OF CUBA.—
Section 1704(b)(2) of the Cuban Democracy
Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 6003(b)(2)) is amended—

(1) by striking out ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (A);

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as
subparagraph (C); and

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the
following new subparagraph:

‘‘(B) includes an exchange, reduction, or
forgiveness of Cuban debt owed to a foreign
country in return for a grant of an equity in-
terest in a property, investment, or oper-
ation of the Government of Cuban or of a
Cuban national; and’’.
SEC. 2104. PROHIBITION AGAINST INDIRECT FI-

NANCING OF CUBA.
(a) PROHIBITION.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of law, no loan, credit, or
other financing may be extended knowingly
by a United States national, a permanent
resident alien, or a United States agency to
a foreign or United States national for the
purpose of financing transactions involving
any property confiscated by the Cuban gov-
ernment the claim to which is owned by a
United States national as of the date of en-
actment of this provision, except for financ-
ing by the owner of the property or the claim
thereto for a permitted transaction.

(b) SUSPENSION AND TERMINATION OF PROHI-
BITION.—(1) The President is authorized to
suspend this prohibition upon a determina-
tion pursuant to section 2204(a).

(2) The prohibition in subsection (a) shall
cease to apply on the date of termination of
the economic embargo of Cuba, as provided
for in section 2204.

(c) PENALTIES.—Violations of subsection
(a) shall be punishable by the civil penalties
as are applicable to similar violations of the
Cuban Assets Control Regulations in part 515
of title 31, Code of Federal Regulations.
SEC. 2105. UNITED STATES OPPOSITION TO

CUBAN MEMBERSHIP IN INTER-
NATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITU-
TIONS.

(a) CONTINUED OPPOSITION TO CUBAN MEM-
BERSHIP IN INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTI-
TUTIONS.—
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(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), the

Secretary of the Treasury shall instruct the
United States executive director of each
international financial institution to use the
voice and vote of the United States to oppose
the admission of Cuba as a member of such
institutions until the President submits a
determination pursuant to section 2203(c).

(2) Once the President submits a deter-
mination under section 2203(a) that a transi-
tion government in Cuba is in power—

(A) the President is encouraged to take
steps to support the processing of Cuba’s ap-
plication for membership in any inter-
national financial institution, subject to the
membership taking effect after a democrat-
ically elected government in Cuba is in
power, and

(B) the Secretary of the Treasury is au-
thorized to instruct the United States execu-
tive director of each international financial
institution to support loans or other assist-
ance to Cuba only to the extent that such
loans or assistance contribute to a stable
foundation for a democratically elected gov-
ernment in Cuba.

(b) REDUCTION IN UNITED STATES PAYMENTS
TO INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.—
If any international financial institution ap-
proves a loan or other assistance to the
Cuban government over the opposition of the
United States, then the Secretary of the
Treasury shall withhold from payment to
such institution an amount equal to the
amount of the loan or other assistance, with
respect to each of the following types of pay-
ment:

(1) The paid-in portion of the increase in
capital stock of the institution.

(2) The callable portion of the increase in
capital stock of the institution.

(c) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this
section, the term ‘‘international financial
institution’’ means the International Mone-
tary Fund, the International Bank for Re-
construction and Development, the Inter-
national Development Association, the
International Finance Corporation, the Mul-
tilateral Investment Guaranty Agency, and
the Inter-American Development Bank.
SEC. 2106. UNITED STATES OPPOSITION TO TER-

MINATION OF THE SUSPENSION OF
THE GOVERNMENT OF CUBA FROM
PARTICIPATION IN THE ORGANIZA-
TION OF AMERICAN STATES.

The President should instruct the United
States Permanent Representative to the Or-
ganization of American States to oppose and
vote against any termination of the suspen-
sion of the Cuban government from partici-
pation in the Organization until the Presi-
dent determines under section 2203(c) that a
democratically elected government in Cuba
is in power.
SEC. 2107. ASSISTANCE BY THE INDEPENDENT

STATES OF THE FORMER SOVIET
UNION FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF
CUBA.

(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Not later
than 90 days after the date of enactment of
this division, the President shall submit to
the appropriate congressional committees a
report detailing progress toward the with-
drawal of personnel of any independent state
of the former Soviet Union (within the
meaning of section 3 of the FREEDOM Sup-
port Act (22 U.S.C. 5801)), including advisers,
technicians, and military personnel, from
the Cienfuegos nuclear facility in Cuba.

(b) CRITERIA FOR ASSISTANCE.—Section
498A(a)(11) of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2295a(a)(1)) is amended by
striking ‘‘of military facilities’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘military and intelligence facilities, in-
cluding the military and intelligence facili-
ties at Lourdes and Cienfuegos,’’.

(c) INELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE.—(1) Sec-
tion 498A(b) of that Act (22 U.S.C. 2295a(b)) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of para-
graph (4);

(B) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para-
graph (6); and

(C) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(5) for the government of any independent
state effective 30 days after the President
has determined and certified to the appro-
priate congressional committees (and Con-
gress has not enacted legislation disapprov-
ing the determination within the 30-days pe-
riod) that such government is providing as-
sistance for, or engaging in nonmarket based
trade (as defined in section 498B(k)(3)) with,
the Government of Cuba; or’’.

(2) Subsection (k) of section 498B of that
Act (22 U.S.C. 2295b(k)), is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘‘(3) Nonmarket based trade.—As used in
section 498A(b)(5), the term ‘nonmarket
based trade’ includes exports, imports, ex-
changes, or other arrangements that are pro-
vided for goods and services (including oil
and other petroleum products) on terms
more favorable than those generally avail-
able in applicable markets or for comparable
commodities, including—

‘‘(A) exports to the Government of Cuba on
terms that involve a grant, concessional
price, guarantee, insurance, or subsidy;

‘‘(B) imports from the Government of Cuba
at preferential tariff rates;

‘‘(C) exchange arrangements that include
advance delivery of commodities, arrange-
ments in which the Government of Cuba is
not held accountable for unfulfilled exchange
contracts, and arrangements under which
Cuba does not pay appropriate transpor-
tation, insurance, or finance costs; and

‘‘(D) the exchange, reduction, or forgive-
ness of Cuban government debt in return for
a grant by the Cuban government of an eq-
uity interest in a property, investment, or
operation of the Government of Cuba or of a
Cuban national.’’.

‘‘(4) CUBAN GOVERNMENT.—(A) The term
Cuban government includes the government
of any political subdivision of Cuba, and any
agency or instrumentality of the Govern-
ment of Cuba.

‘‘(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the
term ‘‘agency or instrumentality of the Gov-
ernment of Cuba’’ means any agency or in-
strumentality of a foreign state as defined in
section 1603(b) of title 28, United States
Code, with ‘‘Cuba’’ substituted for ‘‘a foreign
state’’ each place it appears in such section.’’

‘‘(d) FACILITIES AT LOURDES, CUBA.—(1) The
Congress expresses its strong disapproval of
the extension by Russia of credits equivalent
to $200,000,000 in support of the intelligence
facility at Lourdes, Cuba, in November 1994.

(2) Section 498A of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2295a) is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(d) REDUCATION IN ASSISTANCE FOR SUP-
PORT OF INTELLIGENCE FACILITIES IN CUBA.—
(1) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the President shall withhold from as-
sistance provided, on or after the date of en-
actment of this subsection, for an independ-
ent state of the former Soviet Union under
this chapter an amount equal to the sum of
assistance and credits, if any, provided on or
after such date by such state in support of
intelligence facilities in Cuba, including the
intelligence facility at Lourdes, Cuba.

‘‘(2)(A) The President may waive the re-
quirement of paragraph (1) to withhold as-
sistance if the President certifies to the ap-
propriate congressional committees that the
provision of such assistance is important to
the national security of the United States,
and, in the case of such a certification made
with respect to Russia, if the President cer-
tifies that the Russian Government has as-

sured the United States Government that
the Russian Government is not sharing intel-
ligence data collected at the Lourdes facility
with officials or agents of the Cuban Govern-
ment.

‘‘(B) At the time of a certification made
with respect to Russia pursuant to subpara-
graph (A), the President shall also submit to
the appropriate congressional committees a
report describing the intelligence activities
of Russia in Cuba, including the purposes for
which the Lourdes facility is used by the
Russian Government and the extent to which
the Russian Government provides payment
or government credits to the Cuban Govern-
ment for the continued use of the Lourdes fa-
cility.

‘‘(C) The report required by subparagraph
(B) may be submitted in classified form.

‘‘(D) For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘‘appropriate congressional commit-
tees, includes the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Select Committee on
Intelligence of the Senate.

‘‘(3) The requirement of paragraph (1) to
withhold assistance shall not apply with re-
spect to—

‘‘(A) assistance to meet urgent humani-
tarian needs, including disaster and refugee
relief;

‘‘(B) democratic political reform and rule
of law activities;

‘‘(C) technical assistance for safety up-
grades of civilian nuclear power plants;

‘‘(D) the creation of private sector and
nongovernmental organizations that are
independent of government control;

‘‘(E) the development of a free market eco-
nomic system; and

‘‘(F) assistance for the purposes described
in the Cooperative Threat Reduction Act of
1993 (title XII of Public Law 103–160).’’
SEC. 2108. TELEVISION BROADCASTING TO CUBA.

(a) CONVERSION TO UHF.—The Director of
the United States Information Agency shall
implement a conversion of television broad-
casting to Cuba under the Television Marti
Service to ultra high frequency (UHF) broad-
casting.

(b) PERIODIC REPORTS.—Not later than 45
days after the date of enactment of this
title, and every three months thereafter
until the conversion described in subsection
(a) is fully implemented, the Director shall
submit a report to the appropriate congres-
sional committees on the progress made in
carrying out subsection (a).

(c) TERMINATION OF BROADCASTING AU-
THORITIES.—Upon transmittal of a deter-
mination under section 2203(c), the Tele-
vision Broadcasting to Cuba Act (22 U.S.C.
1465aa et seq.) and the Radio Broadcasting to
Cuba Act (22 U.S.C. 1465 et seq.) are repealed.
SEC. 2109. REPORTS ON COMMERCE WITH, AND

ASSISTANCE TO, CUBA FROM OTHER
FOREIGN COUNTRIES.

(a) REPORTS REQUIRED.—Not later than 90
days after the date of enactment of this divi-
sion, and by January 1 each year thereafter
until the President submits a determination
under section 2203(a) the President shall sub-
mit a report to the appropriate congressional
committees on commerce with, and assist-
ance to, Cuba from other foreign countries
during the preceding 12-month period.

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORTS.—Each report re-
quired by subsection (a) shall, for the period
covered by the report, contain the following,
to the extent such information is available—

(1) a description of all bilateral assistance
provided to Cuba by other foreign countries,
including humanitarian assistance;

(2) a description of Cuba’s commerce with
foreign countries, including an identification
of Cuba’s trading partners and the extent of
such trade;
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(3) a description of the joint ventures com-

pleted, or under consideration, by foreign na-
tionals and business firms involving facili-
ties in Cuba, including an identification of
the location of the facilities involved and a
description of the terms of agreement of the
joint ventures and the names of the parties
that are involved;

(4) a determination as to whether or not
any of the facilities described in paragraph
(3) is the subject of a claim against Cuba by
a United States national;

(5) a determination of the amount of Cuban
debt owed to each foreign country, includ-
ing—

(A) the amount of debt exchanged, for-
given, or reduced under the terms of each in-
vestment or operation in Cuba involving for-
eign nationals or businesses; and

(B) the amount of debt owed the foreign
country that has been exchanged, reduced, or
forgiven in return for a grant by the Cuban
government of an equity interest in a prop-
erty, investment or operation of the Govern-
ment of Cuba or of a Cuban national;

(6) a description of the steps taken to as-
sure that raw materials and semifinished or
finished goods produced by facilities in Cuba
involving foreign nationals or businesses do
not enter the United States market, either
directly or through third countries or par-
ties; and

(7) an identification of countries that pur-
chase, or have purchased, arms or military
supplies from Cuba or that otherwise have
entered into agreements with Cuba that have
a military application, including—

(A) a description of the military supplies,
equipment or other material sold, bartered,
or exchanged between Cuba and such coun-
tries,

(B) a listing of the goods, services, credits,
or other consideration received by Cuba in
exchange for military supplies, equipment,
or material, and

(C) the terms or conditions of any such
agreement.
SEC. 2110. IMPORTATION SAFEGUARD AGAINST

CERTAIN CUBAN PRODUCTS.
(a) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—(1) The Con-

gress notes that section 515.204 of title 31,
Code of Federal Regulations, that prohibits
the entry of, and dealings outside the United
States in, merchandise that—

(A) is of Cuban origin,
(B) is or has been located in or transported

from or through Cuba, or
(C) is made or derived in whole or in part

of any article which is the growth, produce,
or manufacture of Cuba.

(2) The Congress notes that United States
accession to the North American Free Trade
Agreement does not modify or alter the
United States sanctions against Cuba, noting
that the statement of administrative action
accompanying that trade agreement specifi-
cally states the following:

(A) ‘‘The NAFTA rules of origin will not in
any way diminish the Cuban sanctions pro-
gram. . . . Nothing in the NAFTA would op-
erate to override this prohibition.’’.

(B) ‘‘Article 309(3) [of the NAFTA] permits
the United States to ensure that Cuban prod-
ucts or goods made from Cuban materials are
not imported into the United States from
Mexico or Canada and that United States
products are not exported to Cuba through
those countries.’’.

(3) The Congress notes that section 902(c)
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (Public Law
99–198) required the President not to allocate
any of the sugar import quota to a country
that is a net importer of sugar unless appro-
priate officials of that country verify to the
President that the country does not import
for reexport to the United States any sugar
produced in Cuba.

(4) Protection of essential security inter-
ests of the United States requires enhanced

assurances that sugar products that are en-
tered are not products of Cuba.

(b) IN GENERAL.—(1) Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, no sugar or sugar
product shall enter the United States unless
the exporter of the sugar or sugar product to
the United States has certified, to the satis-
faction of the Secretary of the Treasury,
that the sugar or sugar product is not a prod-
uct of Cuba.

(2) If the exporter described in paragraph
(1) is not the producer of the sugar or sugar
product, the exporter may certify the origin
of the sugar or sugar product on the basis
of—

(A) its reasonable reliance on the produc-
er’s written representations as to the origin
of the sugar or sugar product; or

(B) a certification of the origin of the
sugar product by its producer, that is volun-
tarily provided to the exporter by the pro-
ducer.

(c) CERTIFICATION.—The Secretary of the
Treasury shall prescribe the form, content,
and manner of submission of the certifi-
cation (including documentation) required in
connection with the entry of sugar or sugar
products, in order to ensure the strict en-
forcement of this section. Such certification
shall be in a form sufficient to satisfy the
Secretary that the exporter has taken steps
to ensure that it is not exporting to the
United States sugar or sugar products that
are a product of Cuba.

(d) PENALTIES.—
(1) UNLAWFUL ACTS.—It is unlawful to—
(A) enter any product or article if such

entry is prohibited under subsection (b), or
(B) make a false certification under sub-

section (c).
(2) FORFEITURE.—Any person or entity that

violates paragraph (1) shall forfeit to the
United States—

(A) in the case of a violation of paragraph
(1)(A), the goods entered in violation of para-
graph (1)(A), and

(B) in the case of a violation of paragraph
(1)(B), the goods entered pursuant to the
false certification that is the subject of the
violation.

(3) ENFORCEMENT.—The Customs Service
may exercise the authorities it has under
sections 581 through 641 of the Tariff Act of
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1581 through 1641) in order to
carry out paragraph (2).

(e) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary
of the Treasury shall report to the Congress
on any unlawful acts and penalties imposed
under subsection (d).

(f) PUBLICATION OF LISTS OF VIOLATORS.—
(1) The Secretary of the Treasury shall pub-
lish in the Federal Register, not later than
March 31 and September 30 of each year, a
list containing, to the extent such informa-
tion is available, the name of any person or
entity located outside the customs territory
of the United States whose acts result in a
violation of paragraph (1)(A) of subsection
(d) or who violate paragraph (1)(B) of sub-
section (d).

(2) Any person or entity whose name has
been included in a list published under para-
graph (1) may petition the Secretary to be
removed from such list. If the Secretary
finds that such person or entity has not com-
mitted any violations described in paragraph
(1) for a period of not less than 1 year after
the date on which the name of the person or
entity was so published, the Secretary shall
remove such person from the list as of the
next publication of the list under paragraph
(1).

(g) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

(1) ENTER, ENTRY.—The terms ‘‘enter’’ and
‘‘entry’’—mean entered, or withdrawn from
warehouse for consumption, in the customs
territory of the United States.

(2) PRODUCT OF CUBA.—The term ‘‘product
of Cuba’’ means a product that—

(A) is of Cuban origin,
(B) is or has been located in or transported

from or through Cuba, or
(C) is made or derived in whole or in part

from any article which is the growth,
produce, or manufacture of Cuba.

(3) SUGAR, SUGAR PRODUCT.—The term
‘‘sugar’’ and ‘‘sugar product’’ means sugars,
syrups, molasses, or products with sugar con-
tent described in additional U.S. note 5 to
Chapter 17 of the Harmonized Tariff Sched-
ule of the United States.
SEC. 2111. REINSTITUTION OF FAMILY REMIT-

TANCES AND TRAVEL TO CUBA.
It is the sense of Congress that the Presi-

dent should, before considering the
reinstitution of general licensure for—

(A) family remittances to Cuba—
(i) insist that, prior to such reinstitution,

the government of Cuba permit the unfet-
tered operation of small businesses fully en-
dowed with the right to hire others to whom
they may pay wages, buy materials nec-
essary in the operation of the business and
such other authority and freedom required
to foster the operation of small businesses
throughout the island; and

(ii) require a specific license for remit-
tances above $500; and

(B) travel to Cuba by U.S. resident family
members of Cuban nationals resident in Cuba
itself insist on such actions by the govern-
ment of Cuba as abrogation of the sanction
for refugee departure from the island, release
of political prisoners, recognition of the
right of association and other fundamental
freedoms.
SEC. 2112. NEWS BUREAUS IN CUBA.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF NEWS BUREAUS.—
The President is authorized to establish and
implement an exchange of news bureaus be-
tween the United States and Cuba, provided
that such an exchange meets the following
conditions:

(1) the exchange is fully-reciprocal;
(2) Cuba allows free, unrestricted, and un-

inhibited movement on the island to all
American news organizations;

(3) Cuba allows American news organiza-
tions full control over the reporters they
send to operate their bureaus in Cuba;

(4) the Office of Foreign Assets Control of
the Department of the Treasury can ensure
that only accredited journalists regularly
employed with a news gathering organiza-
tion avail themselves of the general license
to travel to Cuba; and

(5) Cuba agrees to allow the uninhibited
distribution within Cuba of any American
newspapers, magazines or other media that
have bureaus in Cuba.

(b) ASSURANCE AGAINST ESPIONAGE.—In im-
plementing this section, the President shall
take all necessary steps to assure the safety
and security of the United States against es-
pionage by Cuban journalists it believes to
be working as an agent of Fidel Castro’s in-
telligence.

(c) FULLY RECIPROCAL.—It is the sense of
Congress that the term ‘‘fully reciprocal’’
means that any and all news services, news
organizations, and broadcasting services, in-
cluding such services or organizations that
receive financing, assistance or other sup-
port from a governmental or official source,
are able to establish and operate a news bu-
reau in each nation.

TITLE II—SUPPORT FOR A FREE AND
INDEPENDENT CUBA

SEC. 2201. POLICY TOWARD A TRANSITION GOV-
ERNMENT AND A DEMOCRATICALLY
ELECTED GOVERNMENT IN CUBA.

It is the policy of the United States—
(1) to support the self-determination of the

Cuban people;



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S 11001July 31, 1995
(2) to facilitate a peaceful transition to

representative democracy and a free market
economy in Cuba;

(3) to be impartial toward any individual
or entity in the selection by the Cuban peo-
ple of their future government;

(4) to enter into negotiations with a demo-
cratically elected government in Cuba re-
garding the status of the United States
Naval Base at Guantanamo Bay;

(5) To consider the restoration of diplo-
matic relations with Cuba and support the
reintegration of the Cuban government into
the Inter-American System after a transi-
tion government in Cuba comes to power and
at such a time as will facilitate the rapid
transition to a democratic government;

(6) to remove the economic embargo of
Cuba when the President determines that
there exists a democratically elected govern-
ment in Cuba; and

(7) to pursue a mutually beneficial trading
relationship with a democratic Cuba.
SEC. 2202. ASSISTANCE FOR THE CUBAN PEOPLE.

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The President may pro-

vide assistance under this section for the
Cuban people after a transition government,
or a democratically elected government, is
in power in Cuba, subject to subsections 2203
(a) and (c).

(2) EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS.—Subject to sec-
tion 2203, the President is authorized to pro-
vide such forms of assistance to Cuba as are
provided for in subsection (b), notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, except for—

(A) this division;
(B) section 620(a)(2) of the Foreign Assist-

ance Act of 1961, as amended (22 U.S.C.
2370(a)(2)); and

(C) section 634A of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, as amended (22 U.S.C. 2394) and
comparable notification requirements con-
tained in sections of the annual foreign oper-
ations, export financing, and related pro-
grams Act.

(b) RESPONSE PLAN.—
(1) DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN.—The President

shall develop a plan detailing, to the extent
possible, the manner in which the United
States would provide and implement support
for the Cuban people in response to the for-
mation of—

(A) a transition government in Cuba; and
(B) a democratically elected government in

Cuba.
(2) TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.—Support for the

Cuban people under the plan described in
paragraph (1) shall include the following
types of assistance:

(A) TRANSITION GOVERNMENT.—(i) The plan
developed under paragraph (1)(A) for assist-
ance to a transition government in Cuba
shall be limited to such food, medicine, med-
ical supplies and equipment, and other as-
sistance as may be necessary to meet the
basic human needs of the Cuban people.

(ii) When a transition government in Cuba
is in power, the President is encouraged to
remove or modify restrictions that may exist
on—

(I) remittances by individuals to their rel-
atives of cash or humanitarian items, and

(II) on freedom to travel to visit Cuba
other than that the provision of such serv-
ices and costs in connection with such travel
shall be internationally competitive.

(iii) Upon transmittal to Congress of a de-
termination under section 2203(a) that a
transition government in Cuba is in power,
the President should take such other steps
as will encourage renewed investment in
Cuba to contribute to a stable foundation for
a democratically elected government in
Cuba.

(B) DEMOCRATICALLY ELECTED GOVERN-
MENT.—(i) The plan developed under para-

graph (1)(B) for assistance for a democrat-
ically elected government in Cuba should
consist of assistance to promote free market
development, private enterprise, and a mutu-
ally beneficial trade relationship between
the United States and Cuba. Such assistance
should include—

(I) financing, guarantees, and other assist-
ance provided by the Export-Import Bank of
the United States;

(II) insurance, guarantees, and other as-
sistance provided by the Overseas Private In-
vestment Corporation for investment
projects in Cuba;

(III) assistance provided by the Trade and
Development Agency;

(IV) international narcotics control assist-
ance provided under chapter 8 of part I of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961; and

(V) Peace Corps activities.
(c) INTERNATIONAL EFFORTS.—The Presi-

dent is encouraged to take the necessary
steps—

(1) to seek to obtain the agreement of
other countries and multinational organiza-
tions to provide assistance to a transition
government in Cuba and to a democratically
elected government in Cuba; and

(2) to work with such countries, institu-
tions, and organizations to coordinate all
such assistance programs.

(d) REPORT ON TRADE AND INVESTMENT RE-
LATIONS.—

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The President,
following the transmittal to the Congress of
a determination under section 2203(c) that a
democratically elected government in Cuba
is in power, shall submit to the Committee
on Ways and Means of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Finance
of the Senate and other appropriate commit-
tees a report that describes—

(A) acts, policies, and practices which con-
stitute significant barriers to, or distortions
of, United States trade in goods or services
or foreign direct investment with respect to
Cuba;

(B) policy objectives of the United States
regarding trade relations with a democrat-
ically elected government in Cuba, and the
reasons therefor, including possible—

(i) reciprocal extension of nondiscrim-
inatory trade treatment (most-favored-na-
tion treatment);

(ii) designation of Cuba as a beneficiary de-
veloping country under title V of the Trade
Act of 1974 (relating to the Generalized Sys-
tem of Preferences) or as a beneficiary coun-
try under the Caribbean Basin Economic Re-
covery Act, and the implications of such des-
ignation with respect to trade and any other
country that is such a beneficiary developing
country or beneficiary country or is a party
to the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment; and

(iii) negotiations regarding free trade, in-
cluding the accession of Cuba to the North
American Free Trade Agreement;

(C) specific trade negotiating objectives of
the United States with respect to Cuba, in-
cluding the objectives described in section
108(b)(5) of the North American Free Trade
Agreement Implementation Act; and

(D) actions proposed or anticipated to be
undertaken, and any proposed legislation
necessary or appropriate, to achieve any of
such policy and negotiating objective.

(2) CONSULTATION.—The President shall
consult with the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Finance of the Senate and
other appropriate committees and shall seek
advice from the appropriate advisory com-
mittees established under section 135 of the
Trade Act of 1974 regarding the policy and
negotiating objectives and the legislative
proposals described in paragraph (1).

(e) COMMUNICATION WITH THE CUBAN PEO-
PLE.—The President is encouraged to take

the necessary steps to communicate to the
Cuban people the plan developed under this
section.

(f) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
180 days after the date of the enactment of
this title, the President shall transmit to the
appropriate congressional committees a re-
port describing in detail the plan developed
under this section.
SEC. 2203. IMPLEMENTATION; REPORTS TO CON-

GRESS.
(a) IMPLEMENTATION WITH RESPECT TO

TRANSITION GOVERNMENT.—Upon making a
determination, consistent with the require-
ments and factors in section 2205, that a
transition government in Cuba is in power,
the President shall transmit that determina-
tion to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees and should, subject to the authoriza-
tion of appropriations and the availability of
appropriations, commerce to provide assist-
ance pursuant to section 2202(b)(2)(A).

(b) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—(1) The Presi-
dent shall transmit to the appropriate con-
gressional committees a report setting forth
the strategy for providing assistance author-
ized under section 2202(b)(2)(A) to the transi-
tion government in Cuba, the types of such
assistance, and the extent to which such as-
sistance has been distributed.

(2) The President shall transmit the report
not later than 90 days after making the de-
termination referred to in paragraph (1), ex-
cept that the President shall consult regu-
larly with the appropriate congressional
committees regarding the development of
the plan.

(c) IMPLEMENTATION WITH RESPECT TO
DEMOCRATICALLY ELECTED GOVERNMENT.—
Upon making a determination, consistent
with section 2206, that a democratically
elected government in Cuba is in power, the
President shall transmit that determination
to the appropriate congressional committees
and should, subject to the authorization of
appropriations and the availability of appro-
priations, commence to provide such forms
of assistance as may be included in the plan
for assistance pursuant to section
2202(b)(2)(B).

(d) ANNUAL REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Once
the President has transmitted a determina-
tion referred to in either subsection (a) or
(c), the President shall, not later than 60
days after the end of each fiscal year, trans-
mit to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees a report on the assistance to Cuba
authorized under section 2202, including a de-
scription of each type of assistance, the
amounts expended for such assistance, and a
description of the assistance to be provided
under the plan in th4e current fiscal year.
SEC. 2204. TERMINATION OF THE ECONOMIC EM-

BARGO OF CUBA.
(a) PRESIDENTIAL ACTIONS.—Upon submit-

ting a determination to the appropriate con-
gressional committees under section 2203(a)
that a transition government in Cuba is in
power, the President, after consulting with
the Congress, is authorized to take steps to
suspend the economic embargo on Cuba and
to suspend application of the right of action
created in section 2302 hereof as to actions
thereafter filed against the government of
Cuba, to the extent that such action contrib-
utes to a stable foundation for a democrat-
ically elected government in Cuba.

(b) SUSPENSION OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF
LAW.—In carrying out subsection (a), the
President may suspend the enforcement of—

(1) section 620(a) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(a));

(2) section 620(f) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(f)) with regard to
the ‘‘Republic of Cuba’’;

(3) sections 1704, 1705(d), and 1706 of the
Cuban Democracy Act (22 U.S.C. 6003, 6004(d),
6005);
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(4) section 902(c) of the Food Security Act

of 1985; and
(5) the prohibitions on transactions de-

scribed in part 515 of the title 31, Code of
Federal Regulations.

(c) ADDITIONAL PRESIDENTIAL ACTIONS.—
Upon submitting a determination to the ap-
propriate congressional committees under
section 2203(c) that a democratically elected
government in Cuba is in power, the Presi-
dent shall take steps to terminate the eco-
nomic embargo of Cuba.

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—On the date
on which the President submits a determina-
tion under section 2203(c)—

(1) section 620(a) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(a)) is repealed;

(2) section 620(f) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(f)) is amended by
striking ‘‘Republic of Cuba’’;

(3) sections 1704, 1705(d), and 1706 of the
Cuban Democracy Act (22 U.S.C. 6003, 6004(d),
6005); and

(4) section 902(c) of the Food Security Act
of 1985 is repealed.

(e) REVIEW OF SUSPENSION OF ECONOMIC EM-
BARGO.—

(1) REVIEW.—If the President takes action
under subsection (a) to suspend the economic
embargo of Cuba, the President shall imme-
diately so notify the Congress. The President
shall report to the Congress no less fre-
quently than every 6 months thereafter,
until he submits a determination under sec-
tion 2203(c) that a democratically elected
government in Cuba is in power, on the
progress being made by Cuba toward the es-
tablishment of such a democratically elected
government. The action of the President
under subsection (a) shall cease to be effec-
tive upon the enactment of a joint resolution
described in paragraph (2).

(2) JOINT RESOLUTIONS.—For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘‘joint resolution’’
means only a joint resolution of the 2 Houses
of Congress, the matter after the resolving
clause of which is as follows: ‘‘That the Con-
gress disapproves the action of the President
under section 2204(a) of the Cuban Liberty
and Democratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act
of 1995 to suspend the economic embargo of
Cuba, notice of which was submitted to the
Congress on lll.’’, with the blank space
being filled with the appropriate date.

(3) REFERRAL TO COMMITTEES.—Joint reso-
lutions introduced in the House of Rep-
resentatives shall be referred to the Commit-
tee on International Relations and joint res-
olutions introduced in the Senate shall be re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

(4) PROCEDURE.—(A) Any joint resolution
shall be considered in the Senate in accord-
ance with the provisions of section 601(b) of
the International Security Assistance and
Arms Export Control Act of 1976.

(B) For the purpose of expediting the con-
sideration and enactment of joint resolu-
tions, a motion to proceed to the consider-
ation of any joint resolution after it has
been reported by the appropriate committee
shall be treated as highly privileged in the
House of Representatives.

(C) Not more than 1 joint resolution may
be considered in the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate in the 6-month period
beginning on the date on which the Presi-
dent notifies the Congress under paragraph
(1) of the action taken under subsection (a),
and in each 6-month period thereafter.
SEC. 2205. REQUIREMENTS FOR A TRANSITION

GOVERNMENT.
(a) A determination under section 2203(a)

that a transition government in Cuba is in
power shall not be made unless that govern-
ment has taken the following actions—

(1) legalized all political activity;
(2) released all political prisoners and al-

lowed for investigations of Cuban prisons by

appropriate international human rights or-
ganizations;

(3) dissolved the present Department of
State Security in the Cuban Ministry of the
Interior, including the Committees for the
Defense of the Revolution and the Rapid Re-
sponse Brigades; and

(4) has committed to organizing free and
fair elections for a new government—

(i) to be held in a timely manner within 2
years after the transition government as-
sumes power;

(ii) with the participation of multiple inde-
pendent political parties that have full ac-
cess to the media on an equal basis, includ-
ing (in the case of radio, television, or other
telecommunications media) in terms of al-
lotments of time for such access and the
times of day such allotments are given; and

(iii) to be conducted under the supervision
of internationally recognized observers, such
as the Organization of American States, the
United Nations, and other election monitors;

(b) In addition to the requirements in sub-
section (a), in determining whether a transi-
tion government is in power in Cuba, the
President shall take into account the extent
to which that government—

(1) is demonstrably in transition from com-
munist totalitarian dictatorship to rep-
resentative democracy;

(2) has publicly committed itself to, and is
making demonstrable progress in—

(A) establishing an independent judiciary;
(B) respecting internationally recognized

human rights and basic freedoms as set forth
in the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights;

(C) effectively guaranteeing the rights of
free speech and freedom of the press, includ-
ing granting permits to privately owned
media and telecommunications companies to
operate in Cuba;

(D) permitting the reinstatement of citi-
zenship to Cuban-born nationals returning to
Cuba;

(E) assuring the right to private property;
and

(F) allowing the establishment of inde-
pendent trade unions as set forth in conven-
tions 87 and 98 of the International Labor Or-
ganization, and allowing the establishment
of independent social, economic, and politi-
cal associations;

(3) has ceased any interference with broad-
casts by Radio Marti or the Television Marti
Service;

(4) has given adequate assurances that it
will allow the speedy and efficient distribu-
tion of assistance to the Cuban people; and

(5) permits the deployment throughout
Cuba of independent and unfettered inter-
national human rights monitors.
SEC. 2206. REQUIREMENTS FOR A DEMOCRAT-

ICALLY ELECTED GOVERNMENT.
For purposes of determining under section

2203(c) of this division whether a democrat-
ically elected government in Cuba is in
power, the President shall take into account
whether, and the extent to which, that gov-
ernment—

(1) results from free and fair elections—
(A) conducted under the supervision of

internationally recognized observers; and
(B) in which opposition parties were per-

mitted ample time to organize and campaign
for such elections, and in which all can-
didates in the elections were permitted full
access to the media;

(2) is showing respect for the basic civil
liberties and human rights of the citizens of
Cuba;

(3) is substantially moving toward a mar-
ket-oriented economic system based on the
right to own and enjoy property;

(4) is committed to making constitutional
changes that would ensure regular free and
fair elections and the full enjoyment of basic

civil liberties and human rights by the citi-
zens of Cuba; and

(5) is continuing to comply with the re-
quirements of section 2205.
SEC. 2207. SETTLEMENT OF OUTSTANDING U.S.

CLAIMS TO CONFISCATED PROP-
ERTY IN CUBA.

(a) SUPPORT FOR A TRANSITION GOVERN-
MENT.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of this division—

(1) no assistance may be provided under
the authority of this Act to a transition gov-
ernment in Cuba; and

(2) the Secretary of the Treasury shall in-
struct the United States executive director
of each international financial institution to
vote against any loan or other utilization of
the funds of such bank or institution for the
benefit of a transition government in Cuba,
except for assistance to meet the emergency
humanitarian needs of the Cuban people,
unless the President determines and certifies
to Congress that such a government has pub-
licly committed itself, and is taking appro-
priate steps, to establish a procedure under
its law or through international arbitration
to provide for the return of, or prompt, ade-
quate and effective compensation for, prop-
erty confiscated by the Government of Cuba
on or after January 1, 1959, from any person
or entity that is a United States national
who is described in section 620(a)(2) of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended.

(b) SUPPORT FOR A DEMOCRATICALLY ELECT-
ED GOVERNMENT.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this division—

(1) no assistance may be provided under
the authority of this Act to a democratically
elected government in Cuba; and

(2) the Secretary of the Treasury shall in-
struct the United States executive director
of each international financial institution to
vote against any loan or other utilization of
the funds of such bank or institution for the
benefit of a democratically elected govern-
ment in Cuba,
unless the President determines and certifies
to Congress that such a government has
adopted and is effectively implementing a
procedure under its law or through inter-
national arbitration to provide for the re-
turn of, or prompt, adequate and effective
compensation for, property confiscated by
the Government of Cuba on or after January
1, 1959, from any person or entity that is a
United States national who is described in
section 620(a)(2) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, as amended.

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
180 days after the date of enactment of this
title, the Secretary of State shall provide a
report to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees containing an assessment of the
property dispute question in Cuba, includ-
ing—

(1) an estimate of the number and amount
of claims to property confiscated by the
Cuban government held by United States na-
tionals beyond those certified under section
507 of the International Claims Settlement
Act of 1949,

(2) an assessment of the significance of
promptly resolving confiscated property
claims to the revitalization of the Cuban
economy,

(3) a review and evaluation of technical
and other assistance that the United States
could provide to help either a transition gov-
ernment in Cuba or a democratically elected
government in Cuba establish mechanisms to
resolve property questions,

(4) an assessment of the role and types of
support the United States could provide to
help resolve claims to property confiscated
by the Cuban government held by United
States nationals who did not receive or qual-
ify for certification under section 507 of the



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S 11003July 31, 1995
International Claims Settlement Act of 1949,
and

(5) an assessment of any areas requiring
legislative review or action regarding the
resolution of property claims in Cuba prior
to a change of government in Cuba.

(d) It is the sense of the Congress that the
satisfactory resolution of property claims by
a Cuban government recognized by the Unit-
ed States remains an essential condition for
the full resumption of economic and diplo-
matic relations between the United States
and Cuba.

(e) WAIVER.—The President may waive the
prohibitions in subsections (a) and (b) if the
President determines and certifies to the
Congress that it is in the vital national in-
terest of the United States to provide assist-
ance to contribute to the stable foundation
for a democratically elected government in
Cuba.
TITLE III—PROTECTION OF PROPERTY

RIGHTS OF UNITED STATES NATION-
ALS AGAINST CONFISCATORY TAKINGS
BY THE CASTRO REGIME

SEC. 2301 STATEMENT OF POLICY.
The Congress makes the following findings:
(1) Individuals enjoy a fundamental right

to own and enjoy property which is en-
shrined in the United States Constitution.

(2) The wrongful confiscation or taking of
property belonging to United States nation-
als by the Cuban government, and the subse-
quent exploitation of this property at the ex-
pense of the rightful owner, undermines the
comity of nations, the free flow of com-
merce, and economic development.

(3) Since Fidel Castro seized power in Cuba
in 1959—

(A) he has trampled on the fundamental
rights of the Cuban people, and

(B) through his personal despotism, he has
confiscated the property of—

(i) millions of his own citizens,
(ii) thousands of United States nationals,

and
(iii) thousands more Cubans who claimed

asylum in the United States as refugees be-
cause of persecution and later became natu-
ralized citizens of the United States.

(4) It is in the interest of the Cuban people
that the government of Cuba respect equally
the property rights of Cuban and foreign na-
tionals.

(5) The Cuban government is offering for-
eign investors the opportunity to purchase
an equity interest in, manage, or enter into
joint ventures with property and assets some
of which were confiscated from United
States nationals.

(6) This ‘‘trafficking’’ in confiscated prop-
erty provides badly needed financial benefit,
including hard currency, oil and productive
investment and expertise, to the current
government of Cuba and thus undermines
the foreign policy of the United States—

(A) to bring democratic institutions to
Cuba through the pressure of a general eco-
nomic embargo at a time when the Castro re-
gime has proven to be vulnerable to inter-
national economic pressure, and

(B) to protect the claims of United States
nationals who had property wrongfully con-
fiscated by the Cuban government.

(7) The U.S. State Department has notified
other governments that the transfer of prop-
erties confiscated by the Cuban government
to third parties ‘‘would complicate any at-
tempt to return them to their original own-
ers.’’

(8) The international judicial system, as
currently structured, lacks fully effective
remedies for the wrongful confiscation of
property and for unjust enrichment from the
use of wrongfully confiscated property by
governments and private entities at the ex-
pense of the rightful owners of the property.

(9) International law recognizes that a na-
tion has the ability to provide for rules of
law with respect to ‘‘conduct outside its ter-
ritory that has or is intended to have sub-
stantial effect within its territory.’’

(10) The United States Government has an
obligation to its citizens to provide protec-
tion against wrongful confiscations by for-
eign nations and their citizens, including the
provision of private remedies.

(11) To deter trafficking in wrongfully con-
fiscated property, United States nationals
who were the victims of these confiscations
should be endowed with a judicial remedy in
the Courts of the United States that would
deny traffickers any profits from economi-
cally exploiting Castro’s wrongful seizures.
SEC. 2302. LIABILITY FOR TRAFFICKING IN CON-

FISCATED PROPERTY CLAIMED BY
UNITED STATES NATIONALS.

(a) CIVIL REMEDY.—(1) LIABILITY OF TRAF-
FICKING.—(A) Except as otherwise provided in
this section, any person or entity, including
any agency or instrumentality of a foreign
state in the conduct of a commercial activ-
ity, that after the end of the 6-month period
beginning on the date of enactment of this
provision traffics in property which was con-
fiscated by the Government of Cuba on or
after January 1, 1959, shall be liable to the
United States national who owns the claim
to such property for money damages in an
amount equal to the sum of—

(i) the amount which is the greater of—
(I) the amount, if any, certified to the

claimant by the Foreign Claims Settlement
Commission under the International Claims
Settlement Act of 1949, plus interest;

(II) the amount determined under section
2303(a)(2), plus interest; or

(III) the fair market value of that prop-
erty, calculated as being the then current
value of the property, or the value of the
property when confiscated plus interest,
whichever is greater; and

(ii) reasonable court costs and attorneys’
fees.

(B) Interest under subparagraph (A)(i) shall
be at the rate set forth in section 1961 of title
28, United States Code, computed by the
court from the date of confiscation of the
property involved to the date on which the
action is brought under this subsection.

(2) PRESUMPTION IN FAVOR OF THE CERTIFIED
CLAIMS.—There shall be a presumption that
the amount for which a person or entity, in-
cluding any agency or instrumentality of a
foreign state in the conduct of a commercial
activity, is liable under clause (I) of para-
graph (1)(A) is the amount that is certified
under subclause (I) of that clause. The pre-
sumption shall be rebuttable by clear and
convincing evidence that the amount de-
scribed in subclause (II) or (III) of that
clause is the appropriate amount of liability
under that clause.

(3) REQUIREMENT FOR PRIOR NOTICE AND IN-
CREASED LIABILITY FOR SUBSEQUENT ADDI-
TIONAL NOTICE.—(A) Following the conclu-
sion of 180 days from enactment hereof but
at least 30 days prior to instituting suit
hereunder, notice of intention to institute a
suit pursuant to this provision must be
served on each intended party or, in the case
of ongoing intention to add any party to on-
going litigation hereunder to each such addi-
tional party.

(B) Except as provided in this section, any
person or entity, including any agency or in-
strumentality of a foreign state in the con-
duct of a commercial activity, that traffics
in confiscated property after having re-
ceived—

(i) a subsequent additional notice of a
claim to ownership of the property by the
United States national who owns the claim
to the confiscated property; and

(ii) notice of the provisions of this section,
shall be liable to that United States national

for money damages in an amount which is
the sum of the amount equal to the amount
determined under paragraph (1)(A)(ii), plus
triple the amount determined applicable
under subclause (I), (II), or (III) of paragraph
(1)(A)(i).

(4) APPLICABILITY.—(A) Except as other-
wise provided in this paragraph, actions may
be brought under paragraph (1) with respect
to property confiscated before, on, or after
the date of enactment of this division.

(B) In the case of property confiscated by
the Government of Cuba before the date of
enactment of this division, no United States
national may bring an action under this sec-
tion unless such national acquired ownership
of the claim to the confiscated property be-
fore such date.

(C) In the case of property confiscated on
or after the date of the enactment of this di-
vision, no United States national who ac-
quired ownership of a claim to confiscated
property by assignment for value after such
date of enactment may bring an action on
the claim under this section.

(5) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN ACTIONS.—(A) In
the case of any action brought under this
section by a United States national who was
eligible to file the underlying claim in the
action with the Foreign Claims Settlement
Commission under title V of the Inter-
national Claims Settlement Act of 1949 but
did not so file the claim, the court may hear
the case only if the court determines that
the United States national had good cause
for not filing the claim.

(B) In the case of any action brought under
this section by a United States national
whose claim in the action was timely filed
with the Foreign Claims Settlement Com-
mission under title V of the International
Claims Settlement Act of 1949 but was denied
by the Commission, the court may assess the
basis for the denial and may accept the find-
ings of the Commission on the claim as con-
clusive in the action under this section un-
less good cause justifies another result.

(6) INAPPLICABILITY OF ACT OF STATE DOC-
TRINE.—No court of the United States shall
decline, based upon the act of state doctrine,
to make a determination on the merits in an
action brought under paragraph (1).

(7) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, an action under this section may be
brought and may be settled, and a judgment
rendered in such action may be enforced,
without the necessity of obtaining any li-
cense or other permission from any agency
of the United States; provided, that this sub-
section shall not apply to the execution of a
judgment against or the settlement of ac-
tions involving property blocked under the
authority of the Trading with the Enemy
Act, Appendix to title 50, United States
Code, sections 1 through 44 as amended.

(8) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, any certified claim against the Govern-
ment of Cuba shall not be deemed an interest
or property the transfer of which requires a
license or permission of any agency of the
United States.

(b) AMOUNT IN CONTROVERSY.—An action
may be brought under this section by a Unit-
ed States national only where the matter in
controversy exceeds the sum or value of
$50,000, exclusive of costs.

(c) SERVICE OF PROCESS.—(1) Service of
process shall be effected against an agency
or instrumentality of a foreign state in the
conduct of a commercial activity, or against
individuals acting under color of law in con-
formity with 28 U.S.C. section 1608, except as
provided by paragraph (3) of this subsection.

(2) Service of process shall be effected
against all parties not included under the
terms of paragraph (A) in conformity with 28
U.S.C. section 1331.

(3) For all actions brought under section
2302 of the Cuban Liberty and Democratic
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Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act of 1995, no judg-
ment by default shall be entered by a court
of the United States against the government
of Cuba, its political subdivision, or its agen-
cies or instrumentalities, unless a govern-
ment recognized by the United States in
Cuba is given the opportunity to cure and be
heard thereon and the claimant establishes
his claim or right to relief by evidence satis-
factory to the court.

(d) CERTAIN PROPERTY IMMUNE FROM EXE-
CUTION.—Section 1611 of title 28, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
of the following:

‘‘(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tion 1610 of this chapter, the property of a
foreign state shall be immune from attach-
ment and from execution in an action
brought under section 1605(7) to the extent
the property is a facility or installation used
by an accredited diplomatic mission for offi-
cial purposes.’’.

(e) ELECTION OF REMEDIES.—
(1) ELECTION.—Subject to paragraph (2)—
(A) any United States national that brings

an action under this section may not bring
any other civil action or proceeding under
the common law, Federal law, or the law of
any of the other several states, the District
of Columbia, or any territory or possession
of the United States that seeks monetary or
nonmonetary compensation by reason of the
same subject matter; and

(B) any person who brings, under the com-
mon law or any provision of law other than
this section, a civil action or proceeding for
monetary or nonmonetary compensation
arising out of a claim for which an action
would otherwise be cognizable under this
section may not bring an action under this
section on that claim.

(2) TREATMENT OF CERTIFIED CLAIMANTS.—
In the case of any United States national
that brings an action under this section
based on a claim certified under title V of
the International Claims Settlement Act of
1949—

(A) if the recovery in the action is equal to
or greater than the amount of the certified
claim, the United States national may not
receive payment on the claim under any
agreement entered into between the United
States and Cuba settling claims covered by
such title, and such national shall be deemed
to have discharged the United States from
any further responsibility to represent the
United States national with respect to that
claim;

(B) if the recovery in the action is less
than the amount of the certified claim, the
United States national may receive payment
under a claims agreement described in sub-
paragraph (A) but only to the extent of the
difference between the amount of the recov-
ery and the amount of the certified claim;
and

(C) if there is no recovery in the action,
the United States national may receive pay-
ment on the certified claim under a claims
agreement described in subparagraph (A) to
the same extent as any certified claimant
who does not bring an action under this sec-
tion.

(f) DEPOSIT OF EXCESS PAYMENTS BY CUBA
UNDER CLAIMS AGREEMENT.—Any amounts
paid by Cuba under any agreement entered
into between the United States and Cuba set-
tling certified claims under title V of the
International Claims Settlement Act of 1949
that are in excess of the payments made on
such certified claims after the application of
subsection (e) shall be deposited into the
United States Treasury.

(g) TERMINATION OF RIGHTS.—(1) All rights
created under this section to bring an action
for money damages with respect to property
confiscated by the Government of Cuba be-
fore the date of enactment of this division

shall cease upon transmittal to the Congress
of a determination of the President under
section 203(c).

(2) The termination of rights under para-
graph (1) shall not affect suits commenced
before the date of such termination, and in
all such suits, proceedings shall be had, ap-
peals taken, and judgments rendered in the
same manner and with the same effect as if
this subsection had not been enacted.
SEC. 2303. PROOF OF OWNERSHIP.

(a) EVIDENCE OF OWNERSHIP.—(1) In any ac-
tion brought under this title, the courts
shall accept as conclusive proof of ownership
a certification of a claim to ownership that
has been made by the Foreign Claims Settle-
ment Commission pursuant to title V of the
International Claims Settlement Act of 1949
(22 U.S.C. 1643 and following).

(2) In the case of a claim that has not been
certified by the Foreign Claims Settlement
Commission before the enactment of this di-
vision, a court may appoint a Special Mas-
ter, including the Foreign Claims Settle-
ment Commission, to make determinations
regarding the amount of ownership of claims
to ownership of confiscated property by the
Government of Cuba. Such determinations
are only for evidentiary purposes in civil ac-
tions brought under this title and do not
constitute certifications pursuant to title V
of the International Claims Settlement Act
of 1949.

(3) In determining ownership, courts shall
not accept as conclusive evidence of owner-
ship any findings, orders, judgments, or de-
crees from administrative agencies or courts
of foreign countries or international organi-
zations that invalidate the claim held by a
United States national, unless the invalida-
tion was found pursuant to binding inter-
national arbitration to which United States
submitted the claim.

(b) AMENDMENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL
CLAIMS SETTLEMENT ACT OF 1949.—Title V of
the International Claims Settlement Act of
1949 (22 U.S.C. 1643 and following) is amended
by adding at the end of the following new
section:
‘‘DETERMINATION OF OWNERSHIP CLAIMS RE-

FERRED BY DISTRICT COURTS OF THE UNITED
STATES

‘‘SEC. 514. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this title and only for purposes of
section 2302 of the Cuban Liberty and Demo-
cratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act of 1995, a
United States district court, for fact-finding
purposes, may refer to the Commission, and
the Commission may determine, questions of
the amount and ownership of a claim by a
United States nationals (as defined in sec-
tion 2004 of the Cuban Liberty and Demo-
cratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act of 1995,
resulting from the confiscations of property
by the Government of Cuba described in sec-
tion 503(a), whether or not the United States
national qualified as a national of the United
States (as defined in section 502(l)) at the
time of action by the Government of Cuba’’.

(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this division or in section 514 of the Inter-
national Claims Settlement Act of 1949, as
added by subsection (b), shall be construed—

(1) to require or otherwise authorize the
claims of Cuban nationals who became Unit-
ed States citizens after their property was
confiscated to be included in the claims cer-
tified to the Secretary of State by the For-
eign Claims Settlement Commission for pur-
poses of future negotiation and espousal of
claims with a friendly government in Cuba
when diplomatic relations are restored; or

(2) as superseding, amending, or otherwise
altering certifications that have been made
pursuant to title V of the International
claims Settlement Act of 1949 before the en-
actment of this division.

SEC. 2304. EXCLUSIVITY OF FOREIGN CLAIMS
SETTLEMENT COMMISSION CERTIFI-
CATION PROCEDURE.

AMENDMENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL CLAIMS
SETTLEMENT ACT OF 1949.—Title V of the
International Claims Settlement Act of 1949
(22 U.S.C. 1643 and following), as amended by
section 2303, is further amended by adding at
the end the following new section:
‘‘EXCLUSIVITY OF FOREIGN CLAIMS SETTLEMENT

COMMISSION CERTIFICATION PROCEDURE

‘‘SEC. 515. (a) Subject to subsection (b) nei-
ther any national of the United States who
was eligible to file a claim under Section 503
but did not timely file such claim under that
section, nor any national of the United
States (on the date of the enactment of this
section) who was not eligible to file a claim
under that section, nor any national of Cuba,
including any agency, instrumentality, sub-
division, or enterprise of the Government of
Cuba or any local government of Cuba in
place on the date of the enactment of this
section, nor any successor thereto, whether
or not recognized by otherwise have an inter-
est in, the compensation proceeds or non-
monetary compensation paid or allocated to
a national of the United States by virtue of
a claim certified by the Commission pursu-
ant to section 507, nor shall any district
court of the United States have jurisdiction
to adjudicate any such claim.

‘‘(b) Nothing in subsection (a) shall be con-
strued to detract from or otherwise affect
any rights in the shares of capital stock of
nationals of the United States owning claims
certified by the Commission under section
507.’’.

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 1937
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. BROWN) submit-

ted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill, S. 908, supra;
as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new title:

TITLE ll—NATO PARTICIPATION ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1995

SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘NATO Par-

ticipation Act Amendments of 1995’’.
SEC. ll02. FINDINGS.

The Congress makes the following findings:
(1) Since 1949, the North Atlantic Treaty

Organization (NATO) has played an essential
role in guaranteeing the security, freedom,
and prosperity of the United States and its
partners in the Alliance.

(2) NATO has expanded its membership on
three different occasions since 1949.

(3) The sustained commitment of the mem-
ber countries of NATO to mutual defense of
their security ultimately made possible the
democratic transformation in Central and
Eastern Europe and the demise of the Soviet
Union.

(4) NATO was designed to be and remains a
defensive military organization whose mem-
bers have never contemplated the use of, or
used, military force to expand the borders of
its member states.

(5) While the immediate threat to the secu-
rity of the United States and its allies has
been reduced with the collapse of the Iron
Curtain, new security threats, such as the
situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina, are
emerging to the shared interests of the mem-
ber countries of NATO.

(6) NATO remains the only multilateral se-
curity organization capable of conducting ef-
fective military operations to protect West-
ern security
interests.

(7) NATO has played a positive role in de-
fusing tensions between NATO members and,
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as a result, no military action has occurred
between two NATO member states since the
inception of NATO in 1949.

(8) NATO is also an important diplomatic
forum for the discussion of issues of concern
to its member states and for the peaceful
resolution of
disputes.

(9) America’s security, freedom, and pros-
perity remain linked to the security of the
countries of
Europe.

(10) Any threat to the security of the newly
emerging democracies in Central Europe
would pose a security threat to the United
States and its European allies.

(11) The admission to NATO of Central and
East European countries that have been
freed from Communist domination and that
meet specific criteria for NATO membership
would contribute to international peace and
enhance the security of the region.

(12) A number of countries have expressed
varying degrees of interest in NATO mem-
bership, and have taken concrete steps to
demonstrate this commitment.

(13) Full integration of Central and East
European countries into the North Atlantic
Alliance after such countries meet essential
criteria for admission would enhance the se-
curity of the Alliance and, thereby, contrib-
ute to the security of the United States.

(14) The expansion of NATO can create the
stable environment needed to successfully
complete the political and economic trans-
formation envisioned by Eastern and Central
European countries.

(15) In recognition that not all countries
which have requested membership in NATO
will necessarily qualify at the same pace, the
date for membership of each country will
vary.

(16) The provision of NATO transition as-
sistance should include those countries most
ready for closer ties with NATO, such as Po-
land, Hungary, the Czech Republic and Slo-
vakia and should be designed to assist other
countries meeting specified criteria of eligi-
bility to move toward eventual NATO mem-
bership, including Lithuania, Latvia, Esto-
nia, Ukraine, Romania, Bulgaria, and Slove-
nia.

(17) Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia have
made significant progress in preparing for
NATO membership and should be given every
consideration for inclusion in programs for
NATO transition assistance.
SEC. ll03. UNITED STATES POLICY.

It should be the policy of the United
States—

(1) to join with the NATO allies of the
United States to redefine the role of the
NATO Alliance in the post-Cold War world;

(2) to actively assist European countries
emerging from communist domination in
their transition so that such countries may
eventually qualify for NATO membership;

(3) to use the voice and vote of the United
States to urge observer status in the North
Atlantic Council for countries designated
under section 203(d) of the NATO Participa-
tion Act of 1994 (as amended by this title) as
eligible for NATO transition assistance; and

(4) to work to define the political and secu-
rity relationship between an enlarged NATO
and the Russian Federation.
SEC. ll04. REVISIONS TO PROGRAM TO FACILI-

TATE TRANSITION TO NATO MEM-
BERSHIP.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—Sub-
section (a) of section 203 of the NATO Par-
ticipation Act of 1994 (title II of Public Law
103–447; 22 U.S.C. 1928 note) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—The
President shall establish a program to assist
countries designated under subsection (d) in
the transition to full NATO membership.’’.

(b) ELIGIBLE COUNTRIES.—
(1) ELIGIBILITY.—Subsection (d) of section

203 of such Act is amended to read as follows:
‘‘(d) DESIGNATION OF ELIGIBLE COUNTRIES.—
‘‘(1) SPECIFIC COUNTRIES.—The following

countries are hereby designated for purposes
of this title: Poland, Hungary, the Czech Re-
public, and
Slovakia.

‘‘(2) OTHER EUROPEAN COUNTRIES EMERGING
FROM COMMUNIST DOMINATION.—In addition to
the countries designated in paragraph (1),
the President may designate other European
countries emerging from Communist domi-
nation to receive assistance under the pro-
gram established under subsection (a). The
President may make such a designation in
the case of any such country only if the
President determines, and reports to the des-
ignated congressional committees, that such
country—

‘‘(A) has made significant progress toward
establishing—

‘‘(i) shared values and interests;
‘‘(ii) democratic governments;
‘‘(iii) free market economies;
‘‘(iv) civilian control of the military, of the

police, and of intelligence services;
‘‘(v) adherence to the values, principles,

and political commitments embodied in the
Helsinki Final Act of the Organization on
Security and Cooperation in Europe; and

‘‘(vi) more transparent defense budgets and
is participating in the Partnership For Peace
defense planning process;

‘‘(B) has made public commitments—
‘‘(i) to further the principles of NATO and

to contribute to the security of the North
Atlantic area;

‘‘(ii) to accept the obligations, responsibil-
ities, and costs of NATO membership; and

‘‘(iii) to implement infrastructure develop-
ment activities that will facilitate participa-
tion in and support for NATO military ac-
tivities;

‘‘(C) meets standards of the NATO allies to
prevent the sale or other transfer of defense
articles to a state that has repeatedly pro-
vided support for acts of international ter-
rorism, as determined by the Secretary of
State under section 6(j)(1)(A) of the Export
Administration Act of 1979; and

‘‘(D) is likely, within five years of such de-
termination, to be in a position to further
the principles of the North Atlantic Treaty
and to contribute to its own security and
that of the North Atlantic area.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Subsections (b) and (c) of section 203 of

such Act are amended by striking ‘‘countries
described in such subsection’’ each of the
two places it appears and inserting ‘‘coun-
tries designated under subsection (d)’’.

(B) Subsection (e) of section 203 of such Act
is amended—

(i) by striking ‘‘subsection (d)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘subsection (d)(2)’’; and

(ii) by inserting ‘‘(22 U.S.C. 2394)’’ before
the period at the end.

(C) Section 204(c) of such Act is amended
by striking ‘‘any other Partnership for Peace
country designated under section 203(d)’’ and
inserting ‘‘any country designated under sec-
tion 203(d)(2)’’.

(c) TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.—Section 203(c) of
such Act is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through
(4) as subparagraphs (A) through (D), respec-
tively; and

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (D) (as
redesignated) the following new subpara-
graphs:

‘‘(E) Assistance under chapter 4 of part II
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (relat-
ing to the Economic Support Fund).

‘‘(F) Funds appropriated under the ‘Non-
proliferation and Disarmament Fund’ ac-
count’’.

‘‘(G) Funds appropriated under chapter 6 of
part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
(relating to peacekeeping operations and
other programs).’’.

(3) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ immediately after
‘‘TYPE OF ASSISTANCE.—’’; and

(4) by adding at the end the following new
paragraphs:

‘‘(2) For fiscal years 1996 and 1997, in pro-
viding assistance under chapter 5 of part II
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 for the
countries designated under subsection (d),
the President shall include as an important
component of such assistance the provision
of sufficient language training to enable
military personnel to participate further in
programs for military training and in de-
fense exchange programs.

‘‘(3) Of the amounts made available under
chapter 5 of part II of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (relating to international mili-
tary education and training), not less than
$5,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 and not less
than $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1997 shall be
available only for—

‘‘(A) the attendance of additional military
personnel of Poland, Hungary, the Czech Re-
public, and Slovakia at professional military
education institutions in the United States
in accordance with section 544 of such Act;
and

‘‘(B) the placement and support of United
States instructors and experts at military
educational centers within the foreign coun-
tries designated under subsection (d) that
are receiving assistance under that chap-
ter.’’.
SEC. ll05. PARTICIPATION IN THE NORTH AT-

LANTIC COUNCIL.
The NATO Participation Act of 1994 (title

II of Public Law 103–447; 22 U.S.C. 1928 note)
is amended—

(1) by redesignating section 205 as section
206; and

(2) by inserting after section 204 the follow-
ing:
‘‘SEC. 205. PARTICIPATION IN THE NORTH ATLAN-

TIC COUNCIL.
‘‘The President should, at all bilateral and

international fora, use of the voice and vote
of the United States to urge observer status
in the North Atlantic Council for countries
designated under section 203(d) commensu-
rate with their progress toward attaining
NATO membership.’’.
SEC. ll06. TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY.

Section 203(f) of the NATO Participation
Act of 1994 (title II of Public Law 103–447; 22
U.S.C. 1928 note) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(f) TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY.—(1) The
eligibility of a country designated under sub-
section (d) for the program established in
subsection (a) shall terminate 60 days after
the President makes a certification under
paragraph (2) unless, within the 60-day pe-
riod, the Congress enacts a joint resolution
disapproving the termination of eligibility.

‘‘(2) Whenever the President determines
that the government of a country designated
under subsection (d)—

‘‘(A) no longer meets the criteria set forth
in subsection (d)(2)(A);

‘‘(B) is hostile to the NATO alliance; or
‘‘(C) poses a national security threat to the

United States,
then the President shall so certify to the ap-
propriate congressional committees.’’.

(b) CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCE-
DURES.—Section 203 of such Act is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(g) CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCE-
DURES.—

‘‘(1) APPLICABLE PROCEDURES.—A joint res-
olution described in paragraph (2) which is
introduced in a House of Congress after the
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date on which a certification made under
subsection (f)(2) is received by Congress shall
be considered in accordance with the proce-
dures set forth in paragraphs (3) through (7)
of section 8066(c) of the Department of De-
fense Appropriations Act, 1985 (as contained
in Public Law 98–473 (98 Stat. 1936)), except
that—

‘‘(A) references to the ‘resolution described
in paragraph (1)’ shall be deemed to be ref-
erences to the joint resolution; and

‘‘(B) references to the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representatives
and to the Committee on Appropriations of
the Senate shall be deemed to be references
to the Committee on International Relations
of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate.

‘‘(2) TEXT OF JOINT RESOLUTION.—A joint
resolution under this paragraph is a joint
resolution the matter after the resolving
clause of which is as follows: ‘That the Con-
gress disapproves the certification submitted
by the President on llllll pursuant to
section 203(f) of the NATO Participation Act
of 1994.’.’’.
SEC. ll07. REPORTS.

(a) ANNUAL REPORT.—Section 206 of the
NATO Participation Act of 1994 (title II of
Public Law 103–447; 22 U.S.C. 1928 note), as
redesignated by section ll05(1) of this title,
is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘annual’’ in the section
heading before the first word;

(2) by inserting ‘‘annual’’ after ‘‘include in
the’’ in the matter preceding paragraph (1);

(3) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘Partner-
ship for Peace’’ and inserting ‘‘European’’;
and

(4) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting
instead the following new paragraph:

‘‘(2) In the event that the President deter-
mines that, despite a period of transition as-
sistance, a country designated under section
203(d) has not, as of January 10, 1999, met the
standards for NATO membership set forth in
Article 10 of the North Atlantic Treaty, the
President shall transmit a report to the des-
ignated congressional committees contain-
ing an assessment of the progress made by
that country in meeting those standards.’’.
SEC. ll08. DEFINITIONS.

The NATO Participation Act of 1994 (title
II of Public Law 103–447; 22 U.S.C. 1928 note),
as amended by this title, is further amended
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion:
‘‘SEC. 207. DEFINITIONS.

‘‘For purposes of this title:
‘‘(1) NATO.—The term ‘NATO’ means the

North Atlantic Treaty Organization.
‘‘(2) DESIGNATED CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘designated congressional
committees’ means—

‘‘(A) the Committee on International Rela-
tions, the Committee on National Security,
and the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives; and

‘‘(B) the Committee on Foreign Relations,
the Committee on Armed Services, and the
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate.

‘‘(3) EUROPEAN COUNTRIES EMERGING FROM
COMMUNIST DOMINATION.—The term ‘Euro-
pean countries emerging from Communist
domination’ includes, but is not limited to,
Albania, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia,
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Roma-
nia, Slovakia, Slovenia, and Ukraine.’’.

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 1938
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. BROWN) submit-

ted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill, S. 908, supra;
as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section—
‘‘SEC. . NONAPPLICABILITY OF CARGO PREF-

ERENCE REQUIREMENTS.
Sections 901(b) and 901b of the Merchant

Marine Act of 1936 shall not apply to the
transportation of agricultural commodities
as part of any United States Government-ad-
ministered program of food assistance to for-
eign countries.’’

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 1939

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. BROWN) submit-

ted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill, S. 908, supra;
as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section—
‘‘SEC. . REDUCTION OF UNITED NATIONS AS-

SESSMENTS TO THE UNITED STATES
FOR PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS.

(a) ANNUAL REPORT.—The President shall,
at the time of submission of the budget to
Congress for any fiscal year, submit to the
appropriate committees of Congress a report
on the total amount of funds appropriated
for national defense purposes for any fiscal
year after fiscal year 1995 that were expended
during the preceding fiscal year to support
or participate in, directly or indirectly,
United Nations peacekeeping activities.
Such report shall include a breakdown by
United Nations peacekeeping operation of
the amount of funds expended to support or
participate in each such operation.

(b) LIMITATION.—In each fiscal year begin-
ning with fiscal year 1996, funds may be obli-
gated or expended for payment to the United
Nations of the United States assessed share
of peacekeeping operations for that fiscal
year only to the extent that such assessed
share exceeds the total amount identified in
the report submitted pursuant to subsection
(a) for the preceding fiscal year, reduced by
the amount of any reimbursement or credit
to the United States by the United Nations
for the costs of United States support for, or
participation in, United Nations peacekeep-
ing activities for that fiscal year.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section:
(1) The term ‘‘United Nations peacekeeping

activities’’ means any international peace-
keeping, peacemaking, peace-enforcing, or
similar activity that is authorized by the
United Nations Security Council under chap-
ter VI or VII of the United Nations Charter.

(2) The term ‘‘appropriate committees of
Congress’’ means—

(A) the Committee on National Security,
the Committee on Appropriations, and the
committee on International Relations of the
House of Representatives; and

(B) the Committee on Armed Services, the
Committee on Appropriations, and the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate.’’

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 1940

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. BROWN) submit-

ted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill, S. 908, supra;
as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:
‘‘SEC. . CONTINUATION OF FREE TRADE TREAT-

MENT FOR GAZA/JERICHO.
(a) FINDINGS.—
(1) The Congress approved a free trade

agreement with Israel on April 29, 1985;
(2) When approved in 1985, eligibility under

the free trade agreement extended to the oc-
cupied territories of the West Bank and
Gaza;

(3) The Declaration of Principles, signed by
Israel and the Palestinian Authority in 1993,
is a significant step forward in bringing
peace to the region;

(4) Sending an unambiguous signal of Unit-
ed States support for peace in the Middle
East is a top U.S. priority;

(5) Removing free trade treatment for
goods manufactured in Gaza and Jericho
after the signing of the Declaration of Prin-
ciples economically penalizes the Palestin-
ian Authority for entering into a peace
agreement with Israel; and

(6) Goods manufactured in Gaza and Jeri-
cho after the signing of the Declaration of
Principles should not be subjected to less fa-
vorable treatment than those manufactured
in Gaza and Jericho before the signing.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that the United States should
grant duty free access to the United States
market for products of the territories that
were under the administration of Israel
(West Bank and Gaza) on April 29, 1985.’’

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 1941

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. BROWN) submit-

ted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill, S. 908, supra;
as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:
‘‘SEC. . ESTABLISHMENT OF A FREE TRADE

AREA FOR TABA, ELAT AND AQABA.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that:
(1) The development of trading relation-

ships that permit the free flow of goods and
services between Israel and countries with
which Israel is now at peace is essential to a
lasting peace in the Middle East;

(2) The President’s recent decision to es-
tablish a free trade area that includes the
Egyptian city of Taba, the Israeli city of
Elat and the Jordanian city of Aqaba will
provide an important beginning for regional
cooperation and the integration of regional
commerce; and

(3) The development of successful trading
relationships between the countries who
have agreed to a warm peace with Israel and
the United States is a top priority of the
United States.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that the President should ex-
tend duty free treatment to products of
Taba, Egypt and Aqaba, Jordan if the Presi-
dent certifies to the appropriate committees
of the Congress that—

(1) such extension will significantly benefit
the development of regional economic devel-
opment and integration in the Middle East;

(2) such extension will include only goods
which have experienced significant manufac-
turing change in Taba or Aqaba;

(3) effective procedures exist to ensure that
Taba and Aqaba are not merely
transhipment points for goods manufactured
outside of these two cities; and

(4) all three countries are developing laws
and procedures to encourage the free flow of
goods and people between and cities of Taba,
Elat and Aqaba.’’

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 1942

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. BROWN) submit-

ted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill, S. 908, supra;
as follows:

In the appropriate place, insert a new sec-
tion as follows:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
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(1) The purpose of the General Agreement

on Tariffs and Trade (hereafter in this
amendment referred to as the ‘‘GATT’’) and
the World Trade Organization (hereafter in
this amendment referred to as the ‘‘WTO’’) is
to enable member countries to conduct trade
based upon free market principles, by limit-
ing government intervention in the form of
state subsidies, by limiting nontariff bar-
riers, and by encouraging reciprocal reduc-
tions in tariffs among members;

(2) The GATT/WTO is based on the assump-
tion that the import and export of goods are
conducted by independent enterprises re-
sponding to profit incentives and market
forces;

(3) The GATT/WTO requires that
nonmarket economies implement significant
reforms to change centralized and planned
economic systems before becoming a full
GATT/WTO member and the existence of a
decentralized and a free market economy is
considered a precondition to fair trade
among GATT/WTO members;

(4) The People’s Republic of China (herein-
after referred to as ‘‘China’’) and the Repub-
lic of China on Taiwan (hereinafter referred
to as ‘‘Taiwan’’) applied for membership in
the GATT in 1986 and 1991, respectively, and
Working Parties have been established by
the GATT to review their applications;

(5) China insists that Taiwan’s membership
in the GATT/WTO be granted only after
China becomes a full member of the GATT/
WTO;

(6) Taiwan has a free market economy that
has existed for over three decades, and is
currently the fourteenth largest trading na-
tion in the world;

(7) Taiwan has a gross national product
that is the world’s twentieth largest, its for-
eign exchange reserves are among the largest
in the world and it has become that world’s
seventh largest outbound investor;

(8) Taiwan has made substantive progress
in agreeing to reduce upon GATT/WTO acces-
sion the tariff level of many products, and
non-tariff barriers;

(9) Taiwan has also made significant
progress in other aspects of international
trade, such as in intellectual property pro-
tection and opening its financial services
market;

(10) Despite some progress in reforming its
economic system, China still retains legal
and institutional practices that restrict free
market competition and are incompatible
with GATT/WTO principles;

(11) China still uses an intricate system of
tariff and non-tariff administrative controls
to implement its industrial and trade poli-
cies, and China’s tariffs on foreign goods,
such as automobiles, can be as high as 150
percent, even though China has made com-
mitments in the market access Memoran-
dum of Understanding to reform significant
parts of its import regime;

(12) China continues to use direct and indi-
rect subsidies to promote exports;

(13) China often manipulates its exchange
rate to impede balance of payments adjust-
ments and gain unfair competitive advan-
tages in trade;

(14) Taiwan’s and China’s accession to the
GATT/WTO have important implications for
the United States and the world trading sys-
tem.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS—It is the sense of
the Congress that—

(1) the United States should separate Tai-
wan’s application for membership in the
GATT/WTO from China’s application for
membership in those organizations;

(2) the United States should support Tai-
wan’s earliest membership in the GATT/
WTO;

(3) the United States should support the
membership of China in the GATT/WTO only

if a sound bilateral commercial agreement is
reached between the United States and
China, and that China makes significant
progress in making its economic system
compatible with GATT/WTO principles;

(4) China’s application for membership in
the GATT/WTO should be reviewed strictly
in accordance with the rules, guidelines,
principles, precedents, and practices of the
GATT.

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 1943
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. BROWN) submit-

ted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill, S. 908, supra;
as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:
‘‘SEC. . REPUBLIC OF CHINA (TAIWAN)’S PAR-

TICIPATION IN THE UNITED NA-
TIONS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) The Republic of China was the first sig-

natory to the Charter of the United Nations
in 1945 and remained an active member of
that world body until 1971;

(2) China was divided in 1949, and the Re-
public of China (hereinafter cited as ‘‘Tai-
wan’’) and the People’s Republic of China
(hereinafter cited as ‘‘Mainland China’’) have
exercised exclusive jurisdiction over their re-
spective areas since then;

(3) Taiwan has the 19th largest gross na-
tional product in the world, a strong and vi-
brant economy, and one of the largest for-
eign exchange reserves of any nation;

(4) Taiwan has dramatically improved its
record on human rights and routinely holds
free and fair elections in a multiparty sys-
tem, as evidenced most recently by the De-
cember 3, 1994, balloting for local and provin-
cial officials;

(5) The 21 million people in Taiwan have
not been represented in the United Nations
since 1971 and their human rights as citizens
of the world have therefore been severely
abridged;

(6) Taiwan has in recent years repeatedly
expressed its strong desire to participate in
the United Nations;

(7) Taiwan has much to contribute to the
work and funding of the United Nations;

(8) Taiwan has demonstrated its commit-
ment to the world community by responding
to the international disasters and crises such
as environmental destruction in the Persian
Gulf and famine in Rwanda by providing fi-
nancial donations, medical assistance, and
other forms of aid;

(9) The world community has reacted posi-
tively to Taiwan’s desire for international
participation, as shown by Taiwan’s contin-
ued membership in the Asian Development
Bank, the admission of Taiwan into the
Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation group as
a full member, and the accession of Taiwan
as the first step toward becoming a contract-
ing party to that organization;

(10) The United States has supported Tai-
wan’s participation in these bodies and indi-
cated, in its policy review of September 1994,
a stronger and more active policy of support
for Taiwan’s participation in other inter-
national organizations;

(11) Taiwan has repeatedly stated that its
participation in international organizations
is one of parallel representation without
prejudice to the current status of mainland
China in the international community and
does not represent a challenge to that sta-
tus;

(12) The United Nations and other inter-
national organizations have established
precedents concerning parallel representa-
tion, such as the cases of South Korea and
North Korea and the two former Germanies;

(13) The decision of the United States to
establish diplomatic relations with Mainland
China, as expressed in the Taiwan Relations
Act (Public Law 96–8), is based ‘‘upon the ex-
pectation that the future of Taiwan will be
determined by peaceful means’’; and

(14) Taiwan’s participation in international
organizations would not prevent or imperil
the eventual resolution of disputes between
Taiwan and Mainland China any more than
participation in international organizations
by the former West Germany and the former
East Germany prevented the eventual settle-
ment of German’s national status by peace-
ful and democratic means.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that—

(1) Taiwan deserves full participation, in-
cluding a seat, in the United Nations and its
related agencies; and

(2) the Government of the United States
should immediately encourage the United
Nations to take action by considering the
unique situation of Taiwan in the inter-
national community and adopting a com-
prehensive solution to accommodate Taiwan
in the United Nations and its related agen-
cies.’’

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 1944
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. BROWN) submit-

ted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill, S. 908, supra;
as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:
‘‘SEC. . COUNTRIES IN TRANSITION TO A FREE

MARKET ECONOMY.
(a) FINDINGS.—
(i) Many of the nations of Central and

Eastern Europe in transition from centrally
planned economies to free market economies
have made important progress in reforming
their economic systems in a short time pe-
riod;

(ii) As these countries continue to transi-
tion, long-term economic growth for the re-
gion rests upon the successful integration of
these emerging free markets into western
markets and other world trading structures;

(iii) Trade has been the key to rapid inte-
gration of the markets of countries in transi-
tion to democracy;

(iv) The success of U.S. efforts to expand
the ability of these nations in transition to
trade with the West has not rested solely
upon traditional foreign assistance pro-
grams, but has been greatly enhanced by the
extension of the generalized system of pref-
erences for these countries;

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that—

(i) United States’ efforts to assist coun-
tries of Central and Eastern Europe in tran-
sition from centrally planned economies to
free market economies should focus first on
efforts to effectively integrate them into the
world trading system;

(ii) The United States extension of trade
benefits under the generalized system of
preferences has been of crucial importance
to the rapid economic transformation of
countries of Central and Eastern Europe in
transition from centrally planned economies
to free market economies; and

(iii) The United States should continue to
accord treatment under the generalized sys-
tem of preferences (GSP) for all countries of
Central and Eastern Europe in transition to
a free market economy, including but not
limited to Poland, Hungary, the Czech Re-
public, Slovakia, the Baltic countries, Ro-
mania and Bulgaria.

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 1945
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
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Mr. HELMS (for Mr. BROWN) submit-

ted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill, S. 908, supra;
as follows:

On page 174, after line 21, add the follow-
ing:
SEC. 1112. STUDY ON THE PRIVATIZATION OF

THE OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVEST-
MENT CORPORATION (OPIC).

(a) STUDY AND REPORT.—The Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation (OPIC) shall
conduct a study on the feasibility of
privatizing the activities of the Corporation
and, not later than 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, submit to the
Congress a report on the study.

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report sub-
mitted under subsection (a) shall address the
following consequences of privatizing the
Overseas Private Investment Corporation:

(1) The projected scope and size of overseas
market projects and activities for United
States companies over the next twenty
years.

(2) An assessment of the capital required of
United States companies in overseas mar-
kets and the potential sources of capital that
would be willing to take a long-term, high-
risk investment.

(3) A determination of the need for the
backing of United States Government guar-
antees to support and foster private sector
competitiveness in various overseas mar-
kets.

(4) A description of any alternative ways to
provide the services needed to encourage in-
vestment from the private sector in develop-
ing market economies.

(5) A discussion of whether private insur-
ance companies would be interested in enter-
ing the market and what they would charge.

(6) A discussion of whether developing
countries would be willing to make individ-
ual agreements with private insurance agen-
cies to take the place of the bilateral agree-
ments they currently have with the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation and whether
this would cause competition in insurance
rates.

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 1946

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. BROWN) submit-

ted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill, S. 908, supra;
as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:
‘‘SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING

BOOK DONATIONS.
It is the Sense of the Senate that the Unit-

ed States should continue to provide logistic
and warehouse support for non-govern-
mental, non-profit organizations undertak-
ing donated book programs abroad and that
priority should be given to those organiza-
tion utilizing on-line information tech-
nologies to complement the traditional hard
cover donation program.’’

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 1947

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. BROWN) submit-

ted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill, S. 908, supra;
as follows:

On page 94, line 6 following the words ‘‘55
percent’’ add: ‘‘, excluding the National En-
dowment’s administrative overhead costs,’’.

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 1948

(Order to lie on the table.)

Mr. HELMS (for Mr. BROWN) submit-
ted an amendment intended to be pro-
pose by him to the bill, S. 908, supra; as
follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:
‘‘SEC. . INTERNATIONAL FUND FOR IRELAND.

Of the funds authorized to be appropriated
for Economic Support Funds, there are au-
thorized to be appropriated $15,000,000 only
for the International Fund for Ireland.’’

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 1949
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. BROWN) submit-

ted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 908, supra;
as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:
‘‘SEC. . AUTHORIZATION FOR AN INDUSTRIAL

PARK ON THE BORDER BETWEEN
THE TERRITORIES AND ISRAEL.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that:
(1) Extremists in Hamas and Islamic Jihad

who reject the gains made since the signing
of the Declaration of Principles have used
terrorist tactics to force the closing of the
territories;

(2) These terrorist acts have exacerbated
existing problems and Gaza is now experienc-
ing staggering unemployment nearing 50%,
increasing chaos and a downward spiral of
dashed hopes and deepening poverty;

(3) Israel’s legitimate security concerns ne-
cessitate creative new methods of ensuring
continued economic opportunity for the Pal-
estinians; and

(4) The development of industrial parks
along the border between Gaza, the West
Bank and Israel sponsored by individual na-
tions provides an important means of provid-
ing both development for Palestinians while
maintaining border security.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that:

(1) The United States should take prompt,
visible action before the coming elections in
Gaza and Jericho that promises hope and
jobs to Palestinians;

(2) The rapid development of an industrial
park, closely coordinated with private sector
investors, will provide a clear sign of oppor-
tunity resulting from peace with Israel;

(3) The decision to site the industrial park
should give special consideration to the ex-
tremely difficult economic conditions in
Gaza;

(4) The President should appoint a Special
Coordinator to coordinate the rapid develop-
ment of an industrial park in Gaza and to
begin with the recruitment of U.S. investors;
and

(5) The Secretary of State should direct a
short-term review and implementation of
U.S. assistance plans to assist in speeding
the flow of goods and services between Israel
and Gaza while increasing security between
the two areas.

(c) AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized
to be appropriated $10,000,000 for the rapid
development of a prototype industrial park
in Gaza and/or the West Bank, notwithstand-
ing section 545 of the fiscal year 1995 Foreign
Operations, Export Financing and Related
Programs and fiscal year 1994 Supplemental
Appropriations Act (P.L. 103–306) or similar
provisions.’’

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 1950

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. BROWN) submit-

ted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill, S. 908, supra;
as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:
SEC. . CLARIFICATION OF RESTRICTIONS.

Subsection (e) of section 620E of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (P.L. 87–195) is
amended:

(1) by striking the words ‘‘No assistance’’
and inserting the words ‘‘No military assist-
ance’’;

(2) by striking the words ‘‘in which assist-
ance is to be furnished or military equip-
ment or technology’’ and inserting the words
‘‘in which military assistance to be furnished
or military equipment or technology’’; and

(3) by striking the words ‘‘the proposed
United States assistance’’ and inserting the
words ‘‘the proposed United States military
assistance’’.

(4) by adding the following new paragraph:
‘‘(2) The prohibitions in this section do not

apply to any assistance or transfer provided
for the purposes of:

‘‘(A) International narcotics control (in-
cluding chapter 8 of part I of this Act) or any
provision of law available for providing as-
sistance for counternarcotics purposes;

‘‘(B) Facilitating military-to-military con-
tact, training (including chapter 5 of part II
of this Act) and humanitarian and civic as-
sistance projects;

‘‘(C) Peacekeeping and other multilateral
operations (including chapter 6 of part II of
this Act relating to peacekeeping) or any
provision of law available for providing as-
sistance for peacekeeping purposes, except
that lethal military equipment shall be pro-
vided on a lease or loan basis only and shall
be returned upon completion of the oper-
ation for which it was provided;

‘‘(D) Antiterrorism assistance (including
chapter 8 of part II of this Act relating to
antiterrorism assistance) or any provision of
law available for antiterrorism assistance
purposes.’’

(5) by adding the following new subsections
at the end:

‘‘(f) STORAGE COSTS.—The President may
release to the Government of Pakistan of its
contractual obligation to pay the United
States Government for the storage costs of
items purchased prior to October 1, 1990, but
not delivered by the United States Govern-
ment pursuant to subsection (e) and may re-
imburse the Government of Pakistan for any
such amounts paid, on such terms and condi-
tions as the President may prescribe, pro-
vided that such payments have no budgetary
impact.

‘‘(g) RETURN OF MILITARY EQUIPMENT.—The
President may return to the Government of
Pakistan military equipment paid for and
delivered to Pakistan and subsequently
transferred for repair or upgrade to the Unit-
ed States but not returned to Pakistan pur-
suant to subsection (e). Such equipment or
its equivalent may be returned to the Gov-
ernment of Pakistan provided that the Presi-
dent determines and so certifies to the ap-
propriate congressional committees that
such equipment or equivalent neither con-
stitutes nor has received any significant
qualitative upgrade since being transferred
to the United States.’’

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 1951

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. BROWN) submit-

ted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill, S. 908, supra;
as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:
‘‘SEC. . SANCTIONS AGAINST TERRORIST COUN-

TRIES.
(a) PROHIBITION.—In conjunction with a de-

termination by the Secretary of State that a
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nation is a state sponsor of international
terrorism pursuant to 6(j) of the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. App.
2405(j)) or 620A of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2371), the Secretary of
State, in consultation with the Secretary of
Commerce, shall issue regulations prohibit-
ing the following—

(1) The importation into the United States,
or the financing of such importation, of any
goods or services originating in a terrorist
country, other than publications or mate-
rials imported for news publications or news
broadcast dissemination;

(2) Except to the extent provided in section
203(b) of IEEPA (50 U.S.C. 1702 (b)), the ex-
portation from the United States to a terror-
ist country, the government of a terrorist
country, or to any entity controlled by the
government of a terrorist country, or the fi-
nancing of such exportation, of any goods,
technology (including technical data or
other information subject to the Export Ad-
ministration Act Regulations, 15 CFR Parts
768–799 (1994)) or services;

(3) The reexportation to such terrorist
country, its government, or to any entity
owned or controlled by the government of
the terrorist country, or any goods or tech-
nology (including technical data or other in-
formation) exported from the United States,
the exportation of which is subject to export
license application requirements under any
U.S. regulations in effect immediately prior
to the enactment of this Act, unless, for
goods, they have been (i) substantially trans-
formed outside the U.S., or (ii) incorporated
into another product outside the United
States and constitute less than 10 percent by
value of that product exported from a third
country;

(4) except to the extent provided in section
203(b) of IEEPA (50 U.S.C. 1702(b)0, any trans-
action, including purchase, sale, transpor-
tation, swap, financing, or brokering trans-
actions, or United States person relating to
goods or services originating from a terrorist
country or owned or controlled by the gov-
ernment of a terrorist country;

(5) Any new investment by a United States
person in a terrorist country or in property
(including entities) owned or controlled by
the government of a terrorist country;

(6) The approval or facilitation by a United
States person or entry into or performance
by an entity owned or controlled by a United
States person of a transaction or contract:

(A) prohibited as to United States persons
by subsection (3), (4) or (5) or

(B) relating to the financing of activities
prohibited as to United States persons by
those subsections, or of a guaranty of an-
other person’s performance of such trans-
action or contract; and

(7) Any transaction by any United States
person or within the United States that
evades or avoids, or has the purpose of evad-
ing or avoiding, or attempting to violate,
any of the prohibitions set forth in this sec-
tion.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this
section:

(1) the term ‘‘person’’ means an individual
or entity;

(2) the term ‘‘entity’’ means a partnership,
association, trust, joint venture, corpora-
tion, or other organization;

(3) the term ‘‘United States person’’ means
any U.S. citizen, permanent resident alien,
entity organized under the laws of the Unit-
ed States (including foreign branches), or
any person in the United States;

(4) the term ‘‘terrorist country’’ means a
country the government of which the Sec-
retary of State has determined is a terrorist
government for the purposes of 6(j) of the Ex-
port Administration Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C.
App. 2405(j)), or 620A of the Foreign Assist-

ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2371) and includes
the territory of the country and any other
territory or marine area, including the ex-
clusive economic zone and continental shelf,
over which the government of the terrorist
country claims sovereignty, sovereign
rights, or jurisdiction, provided that the gov-
ernment of the terrorist country exercises
partial or total de facto control over the
area or derives a benefit from the economic
activity in the area pursuant to inter-
national arrangements; and

(5) the term ‘‘new investment’’ means—
(A) a commitment or contribution of funds

or other assets, or
(B) a loan or other extension of credit.
(6) the term ‘‘appropriate committees of

Congress’’ means—
(A) the Banking and Financial Services

Committee, the Ways and Means Committee
and the International Relations Committee
of the House of Representatives;

(B) the Banking, Housing and Urban Af-
fairs Committee, the Finance Committee
and the Foreign Relations Committee of the
Senate.

(c) EXPORT/RE-EXPORT.—The Secretary of
the Treasury may not authorize the expor-
tation or reexportation to a terrorist coun-
try, the government of a terrorist country,
or an entity owned or controlled by the gov-
ernment of a terrorist country of any goods,
technology, or services subject to export li-
cense application requirements of another
agency of the United States government, if
authorization of the exportation or
reexportation by that agency would be pro-
hibited by law.

(d) RIGHTS AND BENEFITS.—Nothing con-
tained in this section shall create any right
or benefit, substantive or procedural, en-
forceable by any party against the United
States, its agencies or instrumentalities, its
officers or employees, or any other person.

(e) WAIVER.—The President may waive the
prohibitions described in subsection (a) of
this section for a country for successive 180
day periods if—

(1) the President determines that national
security interests or humanitarian reasons
justify a waiver; and

(2) at least 15 days before the waiver takes
effect, the President consults with appro-
priate committees of Congress regarding the
proposed waiver and submits a report to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives and
the President Pro Tempore of the Senate
containing—

(A) the name of the recipient country;
(B) a description of the national security

interests or humanitarian reasons which re-
quire a waiver;

(C) the period of time during which such
waiver will be effective.

The waiver authority granted in this sub-
section may not be used to provide any as-
sistance which is also prohibited by section
40 of the Arms Control Export Control Act.’’

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 1952

Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS (for Mr. BROWN) submit-

ted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill, S. 908, supra;
as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:
‘‘SEC. . U.S. COMMERCIAL DISPUTES.

(a) FINDINGS.—
(i) The United States and Saudi Arabia

have extensive commercial relations which
have proven to be important and beneficial
to both parties;

(ii) In the past twenty years, increasing
commercial ties have highlighted the dif-
ferences between the legal systems of our

two countries and have dramatically in-
creased the necessity of expeditious, effec-
tive resolution of commercial disputes be-
tween our two nations;

(iii) Saudi Arabia’s decision to join the
New York Convention on Arbitral Awards is
a significant contribution to the resolution
of future disputes;

(iv) The dispute resolution mechanism es-
tablished by the Saudi Arabian government
to resolve outstanding claims and the subse-
quent mutually satisfactory resolution of 15
of the 17 claims has made a positive impact
on U.S.-Saudi commercial relations;

(v) State Department procedures for the
espousal of claims by private companies are
sometimes difficult and time-consuming,
thereby decreasing the likelihood that
claimants will utilize existing mechanisms
for the resolution of disputes;

(vi) State Department procedures for es-
pousal of claims must be expeditious and
thorough, to ensure a fair legal review of the
claim and appropriate, timely assistance to
U.S. companies doing business overseas.

(b) OVERVIEW OF U.S.-SAUDI COMMERCIAL
RELATIONS.—The Secretary of State, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Commerce,
shall prepare and update on a yearly basis a
complete, easily understandable manual for
distribution to U.S. companies interested in
doing business in Saudi Arabia. In addition,
U.S. State Department staff in Saudi Arabia
shall provide routine briefings for members
of the U.S. business community operating in
Saudi Arabia. The manual and briefings shall
include, but not be limited to:

(i) An overview of the business environ-
ment in Saudi Arabia;

(ii) A complete overview of the Saudi Ara-
bian system of justice, recent court decisions
affecting commercial interests and an eval-
uation of the efficacy of the legal system for
effective resolution of commercial disputes;

(iii) A detailed discussion of common risks
and difficulties faced by companies conduct-
ing operations in Saudi Arabia;

(iv) An overview of Saudi contract law and
a comparison to U.S. contract law;

(v) A suggested list of common contract
practices to be followed by American busi-
nesses that would increase the security of
U.S. investments in Saudi Arabia;

(vi) A list of outstanding claims by U.S.
companies against the government of Saudi
Arabia and efforts undertaken by the De-
partment of State to quickly and effectively
resolve these claims;

(vii) A list of outstanding claims by Saudi
Arabian companies against the United
States and actions undertaken to ensure the
resolution of these claims.
This report shall be forwarded on an annual
basis to the appropriate committees of the
Congress.

(c) ESPOUSAL OF U.S. CLAIMS.—For any
claims listed in the act that have yet to be
resolved, the U.S. State Department shall
have 30 days from the time the claim is for-
mally submitted to the State Department
for espousal to evaluate the merits of the
claim and to recommend whether or not the
United States government should espouse
such claim. Such recommendation, whether
negative or positive, shall, with supporting
rationale, be reported to the appropriate
committees of the Congress at the expiration
of the 30 day period.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—The term ‘‘appropriate
committees of the Congress’’ shall include—

(i) the International Relations Committee
and the Appropriations Committee of the
House of Representatives; and

(ii) the Foreign Relations Committee and
the Appropriations Committee of the Senate.
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HUTCHISON (AND OTHERS)

AMENDMENT NO. 1953
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself, Mr.

GRAMM, Mr. COATS, Mr. HELMS, Mr.
GRAMS, Mr. SMITH, Mr. KEMPTHORNE,
Mr. INHOFE, Mr. LOTT, Mr. NICKLES, and
Mr. DEWINE) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by them to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 91, between lines 4 and 5, insert
the following new section:
SEC. 319. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON UNITED NA-

TIONS FOURTH WORLD CON-
FERENCE ON WOMEN IN BEIJING,
CHINA.

It is the sense of the Congress that—
(1) the United Nations Fourth World Con-

ference on Women in Beijing, China, should
promote a representative American perspec-
tive on issues of equality, peace, and devel-
opment; and

(2) in the event the United States sends a
delegation to the Conference, the United
States delegation should use the voice and
vote of the United States—

(A) to ensure that the biological and social
activity of motherhood is recognized as a
valuable and worthwhile endeavor that
should in no way, in its form or actions, be
demeaned by society or by the state;

(B) to ensure that the traditional family is
upheld as the fundamental unit of society
upon which healthy cultures are built and,
therefore, receives esteem and protection by
society and the state; and

(C) to define or agree with any definitions
that define gender as the biological classi-
fication of male and female, which are the
two sexes of the human being.

SNOWE AMENDMENT NO. 1954
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Ms. SNOWE submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by her to
the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. —. CONCERNING THE PROTECTION AND

CONTINUED LIVELIHOOD OF THE
EASTERN ORTHODOX ECUMENICAL
PARTRIARCHATE.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings—

(1) in recent years there have been succes-
sive terrorist attempts to desecrate and de-
stroy the premises of the Ecumenical Patri-
archate in the Fanar area of Istanbul (Con-
stantinople), Turkey;

(2) attempts against the Ecumenical Patri-
archate have intensified, including the fol-
lowing attempts:

(A) In July and August 1993, the Christian
Orthodox cemetery in Yenikoy, near Istan-
bul, was attacked by vandals and desecrated.

(B) There has been a concerted effort
throughout Turkey to convert the Church of
Hagia (Saint) Sophia, one of the most sacred
monuments of Greek Orthodox Christianity
and currently used as a museum, into a
mosque.

(C) On the night of March 30, 1994, 3 bombs
were discovered in the building where the
Patriarch lives.

(D) The Turkish press and some politicians
have been launching a well-orchestrated
campaign against the Ecumenical Patriarch-
ate accusing it of trying to become an inde-
pendent state or that it wishes to revive the
Byzantine Empire. These accusations re-
sulted in provoking dangerous reactions
among the Moslem population in Turkey
against the Ecumenical Patriarchate.

(E) Negative statements have been di-
rected toward the Patriarchate by the Mayor
of the Fatih District of Istanbul.

(3) His All Holiness Patriarch Bartholomew
and those associated with the Ecumenical
Patriarchate are Turkish citizens and thus
must be protected under Turkish law against
blatant and unprovoked attacks toward eth-
nic minorities;

(4) the Turkish Government arbitrarily
closed the Halki Patriarchal School of The-
ology in 1971;

(5) the closing of the Halki School of The-
ology is a serious concern for the Ecumeni-
cal Patriarchate;

(6) Turkish law requires that the Patri-
arch, as well as all the clergy, faculty, and
students be citizens of Turkey, and the Halki
School of Theology is the only educational
institution for Orthodox Christian leader-
ship;

(7) the unimpeded continued provocations
against the Ecumenical Patriarchate and the
closing of the Halki School of Theology are
in violation of international treaties to
which Turkey has been a signatory, includ-
ing the Treaty of Lausanne, the 1968 Proto-
col, the Helsinki Final Act–1975, the Charter
of Paris, and the United Nations Charter;

(8) these consequences have severely com-
promised and threatened the safety and secu-
rity of the Ecumenical Patriarchate and the
future existence of this Orthodox Institution
in Turkey;

(9) the Ecumenical Patriarchate is the
spiritual center for more than 250,000,000 Or-
thodox Christians worldwide, including ap-
proximately 5,000,000 in the United States;
and

(10) it is in the best interest of the United
States to prevent further incidents regarding
the Ecumenical Patriarchate, the spiritual
leader of millions of American citizens, and
in the overall goals of the United States to
establish peaceful relations with and among
the many important nations of the world
that have substantial Orthodox Christian
populations.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that—

(1) the United States should use its influ-
ence with the Turkish Government and as a
permanent member of the United Nations
Council to suggest that the Turkish Govern-
ment—

(A) ensure the proper protection for the
Patriarchate and all Orthodox faithful resid-
ing in Turkey;

(B) assure that positive steps are taken to
reopen the Halki Patriarchal School of The-
ology;

(C) provide for the proper protection and
safety of the Ecumenical Patriarch and the
Patriarchate personnel;

(D) establish conditions that would prevent
the reoccurance of past terrorist activities
and vandalism and other personal threats
against the Patriarch;

(E) establish conditions to ensure that the
Patriarchate is free to carry out its religious
mission; and

(F) do everything possible to find and pun-
ish the perpetrators of any provocative and
terrorist acts against the Patriarchate.

(2) The Administration should report to
the Congress the status and progress of the
concerns in paragraph (1) on an annual basis.

SNOWE AMENDMENT NO. 1955
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Ms. SNOWE submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by her to
the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. . RUSSIAN NUCLEAR TECHNOLOGY AGREE-

MENT WITH IRAN.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) Iran is aggressively pursuing a program

to acquire or develop nuclear weapons, or
both;

(3) Iran has opposed the Middle East peace
process and continues to support the terror-
ist group Hezballah in Lebanon and radical
Palestinian groups;

(4) Iran has asserted control over the Per-
sian Gulf island of Abu Musa, which it had
been previously sharing with the United
Arab Emirates;

(5) during the last few years Iran has re-
portedly acquired several hundred improved
Seud missiles from North Korea;

(6) Iran has moved modern air defense mis-
sile systems, tanks, additional troops, artil-
lery, and surface-to-surface missiles onto is-
lands in the Persian Gulf, some of which are
disputed between Iran and the United Arab
Emirates;

(7) Iran has already taken delivery of as
many as 30 modern MiG–29 fighter aircraft
from the Russian federation;

(8) the Russian Federation has sold modern
conventionally powered submarines to Iran,
which increases Iran’s capability to blockade
the Straits of Hormuz and the Persian Gulf;
and

(9) the Russian Federation has continued
to pursue a commercial agreement intended
to provide Iran with nuclear technology de-
spite being provided with a detailed descrip-
tion by the President of United States of
Iran’s nuclear weapons program.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the Russian Federation should
be strongly condemned if it continues with a
commercial agreement to provide Iran with
nuclear technology which would assist that
country in its development of nuclear weap-
ons, and, if such transfer occurs, that the
Russian Federation would be ineligible for
assistance under the terms of the Freedom
Support Act.

SNOWE AMENDMENT NO. 1956

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Ms. SNOWE submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by her to
the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, insert the fol-
lowing new section:
SEC. . SUPPORTING A RESOLUTION TO THE

LONG-STANDING DISPUTE REGARD-
ING CYPRUS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) the long-standing dispute regarding Cy-

prus remains unresolved;
(2) the Turkish military presence in the

territory of the Republic of Cyprus has con-
tinued for more than 20 years;

(3) the status quo on Cyprus remains unac-
ceptable;

(4) the United States attaches great impor-
tance to a just and peaceful resolution of the
dispute regarding Cyprus;

(5) the United Nations and the United
States are using their good offices to resolve
such dispute;

(6) on January 5, 1995, President Clinton
appointed a Special Presidential Emissary
for Cyprus;

(7) the United Nations has adopted numer-
ous resolutions that set forth the basis of a
solution for the dispute regarding Cyprus;

(8) paragraph (2) of United Nations Secu-
rity Council Resolution 939 of July 29, 1994,
reaffirms that a solution must be based on a
state of Cyprus with a single sovereignty and
international personality, and a single citi-
zenship, with its independence and terri-
torial integrity safeguarded, and comprising
two politically equal communities as de-
scribed in the relevant Security Council res-
olutions, in a bicommunal and bizonal fed-
eration, and that such a settlement must ex-
clude union in whole or in part with any
other country or any form of partition or se-
cession;
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(9) the United Nations Secretary General

has described the militarily occupied part of
Cyprus as one of the most highly militarized
areas in the world;

(10) the continued Turkish military pres-
ence on Cyprus hampers the search for a
freely negotiated solution to the dispute re-
garding Cyprus;

(11) the United Nations and the United
States have called for the withdrawal of all
foreign troops from the territory of the Re-
public of Cyprus; and

(12) comprehensive plans for the demili-
tarization of the Republic of Cyprus have
been proposed.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—The Congress—
(1) reaffirms that the status quo on Cyprus

is unacceptable;
(2) welcomes the appointment of a Special

Presidential Emissary for Cyprus;
(3) expresses its continued strong support

for efforts by the United Nations Secretary
General and the United States Government
to help resolve the Cyprus problem in a just
and viable manner at the earliest possible
time;

(4) insists that all parties to the dispute re-
garding Cyprus agree to seek a solution
based upon the relevant United Nations reso-
lutions, including paragraph (2) of United
Nations Security Council Resolution 939 of
July 29, 1994;

(5) reaffirms the position that all foreign
troops should be withdrawn from the terri-
tory of the Republic of Cyprus;

(6) considers that demilitarization of the
Republic of Cyprus would meet the security
concerns of all parties involved, would en-
hance prospects for a peaceful and lasting
resolution of the dispute regarding Cyprus,
would benefit all of the people of Cyprus, and
merits international support; and

(7) encourages the United Nations Security
Council and the United States Government
to consider alternative approaches to pro-
mote a resolution of the long-standing dis-
pute regarding Cyprus based upon relevant
Security Council resolutions, including in-
centives to encourage progress in negotia-
tions or effective measures against any re-
calcitrant party.

KERRY (AND PELL) AMENDMENT
NO. 1957

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KERRY (for himself and Mr.

PELL) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 220, at the beginning of line 14,
strike all that follows through line 25.

KERRY (AND PELL) AMENDMENT
NO. 1958

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KERRY (for himself and Mr.

PELL) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 73, at the beginning of line 6,
strike all that follows through page 74, line
5.

KERRY (AND PELL) AMENDMENT
NO. 1959

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KERRY (for himself and Mr.

PELL) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 61, line 12, strike all that follows
after the words ‘‘Peacekeeping Activities.’’

through page 62, line 24, and add the follow-
ing:

‘‘Section 4 of the United Nations Participa-
tion Act of 1945 (22 U.S.C. 287b) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub-
section (f); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(e) NOTICE TO CONGRESS OF PROPOSED
UNITED NATIONS PEACEKEEPING ACTIVITIES.—
(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), at
least 5 days before any vote in the Security
Council to authorize any United Nations
peacekeeping activity or any other action
under the Charter of the United Nations (in-
cluding any extensions, modification, sus-
pension, or termination of any previously
authorized peacekeeping activity or other
action) which would involve the use of Unit-
ed States Armed Forces or the expenditure
of United States funds, the President shall
submit to the designated congressional com-
mittees a notification with respect to the
proposed action. The notification shall in-
clude the following:

‘‘(A) A cost assessment of such action (in-
cluding the total estimated cost and the
United States share of such cost).

‘‘(B) Identification of the source of funding
for the United States share of the costs of
the action (whether in an annual budget re-
quest, reprogramming notification, a rescis-
sion of funds, a budget amendment, or a sup-
plemental budget request).

‘‘(2)(A) If the President determines that an
emergency exists which prevents submission
of the 5-day advance notification specified in
paragraph (1) and that the proposed action is
in the national security interests of the
United States, the notification described in
paragraph (1) shall be provided in a timely
manner but not later than 48 hours after the
vote by the Security Council.

‘‘(B) Determinations made under subpara-
graph (A) may not be delegated.’’.

KERRY AMENDMENT NO. 1960
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KERRY submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

Delete Section 205 and insert in lieu there-
of the following:
SEC. 205. UNITED NATIONS BUDGETARY AND

MANAGEMENT REFORM.
(A) IN GENERAL.—The United Nations Par-

ticipation Act of 1945 (22 U.S.C. 287 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:
‘‘SEC. 10. UNITED NATIONS BUDGETARY AND

MANAGEMENT REFORM.
‘‘(a) WITHHOLDING OF CONTRIBUTIONS.—
‘‘(1) ASSESSED CONTRIBUTIONS FOR REGULAR

UNITED NATIONS BUDGET.—At the beginning of
each fiscal year, 20 percent of the amount of
funds made available for the fiscal year for
United States assessed contributions for the
regular United Nations budget shall be with-
held from obligation and expenditure unless
a certification for that fiscal year has been
made under subsection (b).

‘‘(2) ASSESSED CONTRIBUTIONS FOR UNITED
NATIONS PEACEKEEPING.—At the beginning of
each fiscal year, 50 percent of the amount of
funds made available for that fiscal year for
United States assessed contributions for
United Nations peacekeeping activities shall
be withheld from obligation and expenditure
unless a certification for that fiscal year has
been made under subsection (b).

‘‘(3) VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS FOR UNITED
NATIONS PEACKEEPING.—The United States
may not during any fiscal year pay any vol-
untary contribution to the United Nations
for international peacekeeping activities un-
less a certification for that fiscal year has
been made under subsection (b).

‘‘(b) CERTIFICATION.—The certification re-
ferred to in subsection (a) for any fiscal year
is a certification by the President to the
Congress, submitted on or after the begin-
ning of that fiscal year, of each of the follow-
ing:

‘‘(1) The United Nations has an independ-
ent office of Inspector General to conduct
and supervise objective audits, inspections,
and investigations relating to programs and
operations of the United Nations.

‘‘(2) The United Nations has an Inspector
General who was appointed by the Secretary
General with the approval of the General As-
sembly and whose appointment was made
principally on the basis of the appointee’s in-
tegrity and demonstrated ability in account-
ing, auditing, financial analysis, law, man-
agement analysis, public administration, or
investigation.

‘‘(3) The inspector General is authorized
to—

‘‘(A) make investigations and reports re-
lating to the administration of the programs
and operations of the United Nations;

‘‘(B) have access to all records, documents,
and other available materials relating to
those programs and operations;

‘‘(C) have direct and prompt access to any
official of the United Nations; and

‘‘(D) have access to all records and officials
of the specialized agencies of the united Na-
tions.

‘‘(4) The United Nations has fully imple-
mented, and made available to all member
states, procedures that effectively protect
the identity of, and prevent reprisals
against, any staff member of the United Na-
tions making a complaint or disclosing in-
formation to, or cooperating in any inves-
tigation or inspection by, the United Nations
Inspector General.

‘‘(5) The United Nations has fully imple-
mented procedures that ensure compliance
with recommendations of the United Nations
Inspector General.

‘‘(6) The United Nations has required the
United Nations Inspector General to issue an
annual report and has ensured that the an-
nual report and all other relevant reports of
the Inspector General are made available to
the General Assembly without modification.

‘‘(7) The United Nations is committed to
providing sufficient budgetary resources to
ensure the effective operation of the United
Nations Inspector General.’’.

KERRY (AND PELL) AMENDMENT
NO. 1961

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KERRY (for himself and Mr.

PELL) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 54, at the beginning of line 17,
strike all that follows through line 22.

KERRY AMENDMENT NO. 1962

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KERRY submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

Beginning on page 125, strike line 1 and all
that follows through line 15 on page 267 and
insert the following:

DIVISION B—CONSOLIDATION AND
REINVENTION OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS
AGENCIES

SEC. 1001. SHORT TITLE.
This division may be cited as the ‘‘Foreign

Affairs Reinvention Act of 1995’’.
SEC. 1002. PURPOSES.

The purposes of this division are—
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(1) to reorganize and reinvent the foreign

affairs agencies of the United States in order
to enhance the formulation, coordination,
and implementation of United States foreign
policy;

(2) to streamline and consolidate the func-
tions and personnel of the Department of
State, the Agency for International Develop-
ment, the United States Information Agen-
cy, and the United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency in order to eliminate
redundancies in the functions and personnel
of such agencies;

(3) to assist congressional efforts to bal-
ance the Federal budget and reduce the Fed-
eral debt;

(4) to strengthen the authority of United
States ambassadors over all United States
Government personnel and resources located
in United States diplomatic missions in
order to enhance the ability of the ambas-
sadors to deploy such personnel and re-
sources to the best effect to attain the Presi-
dent’s foreign policy objectives;

(5) to encourage United States foreign af-
fairs agencies to maintain a high percentage
of the best qualified, most competent United
States citizens serving in the United States
Government while downsizing significantly
the total number of people employed by such
agencies; and

(6) to ensure that all functions of United
States diplomacy be subject to recruitment,
training, assignment, promotion, and egress
based on common standards and procedures
while preserving maximum interchange
among such functions.

TITLE XI—REORGANIZATION OF FOREIGN
AFFAIRS AGENCIES

SEC. 1101. REORGANIZATION PLAN FOR THE DE-
PARTMENT OF STATE AND INDE-
PENDENT FOREIGN AFFAIRS AGEN-
CIES.

(a) SUBMISSION OF PLAN.—Not later than 6
months after the date of enactment of this
Act, the President shall transmit to the ap-
propriate congressional committees a reor-
ganization plan providing for the streamlin-
ing and consolidation of the Department of
State, the United States Information Agen-
cy, the Agency for International Develop-
ment, and the United States Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency. Such plan shall
provide for—

(1) the enhancement of the formulation,
coordination, and implementation of policy;

(2) the maintenance, to the maximum ex-
tent possible, of a United States presence
abroad within budgetary constraints;

(3) a reduction in the aggregate number of
independent foreign affairs agencies;

(4) the elimination in the duplication of
functions and personnel between the Depart-
ment of State and such other agency or
agencies not abolished under paragraph (3);

(5) the reduction in the aggregate number
of positions in the Department of State and
the independent foreign affairs agencies
which are classified at each of levels II, III,
and IV of the Executive Schedule;

(6) the reorganization and streamlining of
the Department of State; and

(7) the achievement of a cost savings of at
least $2,000,000,000 over 4 years through the
consolidation of agencies.

(b) PLAN ELEMENTS.—The plan under sub-
section (a) shall—

(1) identify the functions of the independ-
ent foreign affairs agencies that will be
transferred to the Department of State
under the plan, as well as those that will be
abolished under the plan;

(2) identify the personnel and positions of
the agencies (including civil service person-
nel, Foreign Service personnel, and
detailees) that will be transferred to the De-
partment, separated from service with the

Agency, or be eliminated under the plan, and
set forth a schedule for such transfers, sepa-
rations, and terminations;

(3) identify the personnel and positions of
the Department (including civil service per-
sonnel, Foreign Service personnel, and
detailees) that will be transferred within the
Department, separated from service with the
Department, or eliminated under the plan
and set forth a schedule for such transfers,
separations, and terminations;

(4) specify the consolidations and reorga-
nization of functions of the Department that
will be required under the plan in order to
permit the Department to carry out the
functions transferred to the Department
under the plan;

(5) specify the funds available to the inde-
pendent foreign affairs agencies that will be
transferred to the Department under this
title as a result of the implementation of the
plan;

(6) specify the proposed allocations within
the Department of unexpended funds of the
independent foreign affairs agencies; and

(7) specify the proposed disposition of the
property, facilities, contracts, records, and
other assets and liabilities of the independ-
ent foreign affairs agencies resulting from
the abolition of any such agency and the
transfer of the functions of the independent
foreign affairs agencies to the Department.

(c) LIMITATIONS ON CONTENTS OF PLAN.—(1)
Sections 903, 904, and 905 of title 5, United
States Code, shall apply to the plan trans-
mitted under subsection (a).

(2) The plan may not provide for the termi-
nation of any function authorized by law.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE OF PLAN.—(1) The plan
transmitted under subsection (a) shall take
effect 60 calendar days of continuous session
of Congress after the date on which the plan
is transmitted to Congress unless Congress
enacts a joint resolution, in accordance with
subsection (e), disapproving the plan.

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)—
(A) continuity of session is broken only by

an adjournment of Congress sine die; and
(B) the days on which either House is not

in session because of an adjournment of more
than 3 days to a day certain are excluded in
the computation of any period of time in
which Congress is in continuous session.

(e) CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCEDURES.—
(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), sec-
tions 908, 910, 911, and 912 of title 5, United
States Code, shall apply to the consideration
by Congress of a joint resolution described in
paragraph (3) that is introduced in a House
of Congress.

(2) The following requirements shall apply
to actions described in paragraph (1) without
regard to chapter 9 of title 5, United States
Code:

(A) A referral of joint resolutions under
this section may only be made to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate
and the Committee on International Rela-
tions of the House of Representatives.

(B) The reference in section 908 of such
title to reorganization plans transmitted on
or before December 31, 1984, shall have no
force or effect.

(3) A joint resolution under this section
means only a joint resolution of the Con-
gress, the matter after the resolving clause
of which is as follows: ‘‘That the Congress
disapproves the reorganization plan num-
bered ll transmitted to the Congress by
the President on ll, 19ll’’, which plan
may include such modifications and revi-
sions as are submitted by the President
under section 903(c) of title 5, United States
Code. The blank spaces therein are to be
filled appropriately.

(4) The provisions of this subsection super-
sede any other provision of law.

(f) EXPIRATION OF AUTHORITY TO TRANSMIT
PLAN.—The authority of the President to

transmit a reorganization plan under sub-
section (a) shall expire on the date that is 6
months after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

(g) DEADLINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION.—If the
reorganization plan transmitted under sub-
section (a) is not disapproved by Congress in
accordance with subsection (e), the plan
shall be implemented not later than March 1,
1997.

(h) ABOLITION OF INDEPENDENT FOREIGN AF-
FAIRS AGENCIES.—

(1) ABOLITION FOR FAILURE TO TRANSMIT
PLAN.—If the President does not transmit to
Congress a reorganization plan under sub-
section (a), the United States Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency, the United States
Information Agency, and the Agency for
International Development are abolished as
of 180 days after the date of enactment of
this Act.

(2) ABOLITION FOR FAILURE TO IMPLEMENT
PLAN.—If the President does not implement
the reorganization plan transmitted and not
disapproved under this section with respect
to an agency referred to in paragraph (1), the
agency is abolished as of March 1, 1997.

(i) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, the
term ‘‘independent foreign affairs agencies’’
means the United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, the United States In-
formation Agency, and the Agency for Inter-
national Development.
SEC. 1102. TRANSFERS OF FUNCTIONS.

(a) TRANSFERS.—Subject to subsection (b),
there are transferred to, and vested in, the
Secretary of State all functions vested by
law (including by reorganization plan ap-
proved before the date of the enactment of
this Act pursuant to chapter 9 of title 5,
United States Code) in, or exercised by, the
head of each of the following agencies, the
agencies themselves, or officers, employees,
or components thereof:

(1) The United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency.

(2) The United States Information Agency.
(3) The Agency for International Develop-

ment.
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The transfers re-

ferred to in subsection (a) shall take place—
(1) if the President does not transmit a re-

organization plan to Congress under section
1101(a), not later than 180 days after the date
of enactment of this Act; or

(2) if the President does not implement the
reorganization plan transmitted and not dis-
approved under such section with respect to
an agency referred to in subsection (a), not
later than March 1, 1997.
SEC. 1103. VOLUNTARY SEPARATION INCENTIVES.

(a) AUTHORITY TO PAY INCENTIVES.—The
head of an agency referred to in subsection
(b) may pay voluntary incentive payments to
employees of the agency in order to avoid or
minimize the need for involuntary separa-
tions from the agency as a result of the abo-
lition of the agency and the consolidation of
functions of the Department of State under
this title.

(b) COVERED AGENCIES.—Subsection (a) ap-
plies to the following agencies:

(1) The Department of State.
(2) The United States Arms Control and

Disarmament Agency.
(3) The United States Information Agency.
(4) The Agency for International Develop-

ment.
(c) PAYMENT REQUIREMENTS.—(1) The head

of an agency shall pay voluntary separation
incentive payments in accordance with the
provisions of section 3 of the Federal
Workforce Restructuring Act of 1994 (Public
Law 103-226; 108 Stat. 111), except that an em-
ployee of the agency shall be deemed to be
eligible for payment of a voluntary separa-
tion incentive payment under that section if
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the employee separates from service with
the agency during the period beginning on
the date of enactment of this Act and ending
on February 28, 1997.

(2) The provisions of subsection (d) of such
section 3 shall apply to any employee who is
paid a voluntary separation incentive pay-
ment under this section.

(d) FUNDING.—The payment of voluntary
separation incentive payments under this
section shall be made from funds in the For-
eign Affairs Reorganization Transition Fund
established under section 1104. The Secretary
of State may transfer sums in that Fund to
the head of an agency under subsection
(e)(1)(B) of that section for payment of such
payments by the agency head.

(e) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY.—The au-
thority of the head of an agency to authorize
payment of voluntary separation incentive
payments under this section shall expire on
February 28, 1997.
SEC. 1104. TRANSITION FUND.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby es-
tablished on the books of the Treasury an ac-
count to be known as the ‘‘Foreign Affairs
Reorganization Transition Fund’’.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the account
is to provide funds for the orderly transfer of
functions and personnel to the Department
of State as a result of the implementation of
this title and for payment of other costs as-
sociated with the consolidation of foreign af-
fairs agencies under this title.

(c) DEPOSITS.—(1) Subject to paragraphs (2)
and (3), there shall be deposited into the ac-
count the following:

(A) Funds appropriated to the account pur-
suant to the authorization of appropriations
in subsection (j).

(B) Funds transferred to the account by
the Secretary of State from funds that are
transferred to the Secretary by the head of
an agency under subsection (d).

(C) Funds transferred to the account by
the Secretary from funds that are trans-
ferred to the Department of State together
with the transfer of functions to the Depart-
ment under this title and that are not re-
quired by the Secretary in order to carry out
the functions.

(D) Funds transferred to the account by
the Secretary from any unobligated funds
that are appropriated or otherwise made
available to the Department.

(2) The Secretary may transfer funds to
the account under subparagraph (C) of para-
graph (1) only if the Secretary determines
that the amount of funds deposited in the ac-
count pursuant to subparagraphs (A) and (B)
of that paragraph is inadequate to pay the
costs of carrying out this title.

(3) The Secretary may transfer funds to
the account under subparagraph (D) of para-
graph (1) only if the Secretary determines
that the amount of funds deposited in the ac-
count pursuant to subparagraphs (A), (B),
and (C) of that paragraph is inadequate to
pay the costs of carrying out this title.

(d) TRANSFER OF FUNDS TO SECRETARY OF
STATE.—The head of a transferor agency
shall transfer to the Secretary the amount,
if any, of the unobligated funds appropriated
or otherwise made available to the agency
for functions of the agency that are abol-
ished under this title which funds are not re-
quired to carry out the functions of the
agency as a result of the abolishment of the
functions under this title.

(e) USE OF FUNDS.—(1)(A) Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the Secretary
shall use sums in the account for payment of
the costs of carrying out this title, including
costs relating to the consolidation of func-
tions of the Department of State and relat-
ing to the termination of employees of the
Department.

(B) The Secretary may transfer sums in
the account to the head of an agency to be
abolished under this title for payment by the
head of the agency of the cost of carrying
out a voluntary separation incentive pro-
gram at the agency under section 1103.

(2) Funds in the account shall be available
for the payment of costs under paragraph (1)
without fiscal year limitation.

(3) Funds in the account may be used only
for purposes of paying the costs of carrying
out this title.

(f) TREATMENT OF UNOBLIGATED BAL-
ANCES.—(1) Subject to paragraph (2), unobli-
gated funds, if any, which remain in the ac-
count after the payment of the costs de-
scribed in subsection (e)(1) shall be trans-
ferred to Department of State and shall be
available to the Secretary of State for pur-
poses of carrying out the functions of the De-
partment.

(2) The Secretary may not transfer funds
in the account to the Department under
paragraph (1) unless the appropriate congres-
sional committees are notified in advance of
such transfer in accordance with the proce-
dures applicable to reprogramming notifica-
tions under section 34 of the State Depart-
ment Basic Authorities Act of 1956.

(g) REPORT ON ACCOUNT.—Not later than
October 1, 1998, the Secretary of State shall
transmit to the appropriate congressional
committees a report containing an account-
ing of—

(1) the expenditures from the account es-
tablished under this section; and

(2) in the event of any transfer of funds to
the Department of State under subsection
(f), the functions for which the funds so
transferred were expended.

(i) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY TO USE AC-
COUNT.—The Secretary may not obligate
funds in the account after September 30,
1999.

(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated
$200,000,000 for deposit under subsection (c)(1)
into the account established under sub-
section (a).
SEC. 1105. ASSUMPTION OF DUTIES BY APPRO-

PRIATE APPOINTEES.
An individual holding office on the date of

the enactment of this Act—
(1) who was appointed to the office by the

President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate;

(2) who is transferred to a new office in the
Department of State under this title; and

(3) who performs duties in such new office
that are substantially similar to the duties
performed by the individual in the office
held on such date,
may, in the discretion of the Secretary of
State, assume the duties of such new office,
and shall not be required to be reappointed
by reason of the enactment of this title.
SEC. 1106. RIGHTS OF EMPLOYEES OF ABOL-

ISHED AGENCIES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided by this title, the transfer pursuant to
this title of full-time personnel (except spe-
cial Government employees) and part-time
personnel holding permanent positions shall
not cause any such employee to be separated
or reduced in grade or compensation for 1
year after the date of transfer of such em-
ployee under this title.

(b) EXECUTIVE SCHEDULE POSITIONS.—Ex-
cept as otherwise provided in this title, any
person who, on the day preceding the date of
the abolition of a transferor agency under
this title, held a position in such an agency
that was compensated in accordance with
the Executive Schedule prescribed in chapter
53 of title 5, United States Code, and who,
without a break in service, is appointed in
the Department of State to a position having

duties comparable to the duties performed
immediately preceding such appointment
shall continue to be compensated in such
new position at not less than the rate pro-
vided for such previous position, for the du-
ration of the service of such person in such
new position.

(c) TERMINATION OF CERTAIN POSITIONS.—
Positions whose incumbents are appointed
by the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, the functions of which
are transferred under this title, shall termi-
nate on the date of the transferal of the
functions under this title.

(d) EXCEPTED SERVICE.—(1) Subject to para-
graph (2), in the case of employees occupying
positions in the excepted service or the Sen-
ior Executive Service, any appointment au-
thority established pursuant to law or regu-
lations of the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment for filling such positions shall be trans-
ferred.

(2) The Department of State may decline a
transfer of authority under paragraph (1)
(and the employees appointed pursuant
thereto) to the extent that such authority
relates to positions excepted from the com-
petitive service because of their confidential,
policy-making, policy-determining, or pol-
icy-advocating character, and noncareer po-
sitions in the Senior Executive Service
(within the meaning of section 3132(a)(7) of
title 5, United States Code).

(e) EMPLOYEE BENEFIT PROGRAMS.—(1) Any
employee accepting employment with the
Department of State as a result of such
transfer may retain for 1 year after the date
such transfer occurs membership in any em-
ployee benefit program of the transferor
agency, including insurance, to which such
employee belongs on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act if—

(A) the employee does not elect to give up
the benefit or membership in the program;
and

(B) the benefit or program is continued by
the Secretary of State.

(2) The difference in the costs between the
benefits which would have been provided by
such agency or entity and those provided by
this section shall be paid by the Secretary of
State. If any employee elects to give up
membership in a health insurance program
or the health insurance program is not con-
tinued by the Secretary of State, the em-
ployee shall be permitted to select an alter-
nate Federal health insurance program with-
in 30 days of such election or notice, without
regard to any other regularly scheduled open
season.

(f) SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE.—A transfer-
ring employee in the Senior Executive Serv-
ice shall be placed in a comparable position
at the Department of State.

(g) ASSIGNMENTS.—(1) Transferring employ-
ees shall receive notice of their position as-
signments not later than the date on which
the reorganization plan setting forth the
transferal of such employees is transmitted
to the appropriate congressional committees
under this title.

(2) Foreign Service personnel transferred
to the Department of State pursuant to this
title shall be eligible for any assignment
open to Foreign Service personnel within the
Department.
SEC. 1107. TRANSFER AND ALLOCATIONS OF AP-

PROPRIATIONS AND PERSONNEL.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this title, the personnel employed in
connection with, and the assets, liabilities,
contracts, property, records, and unexpended
balances of appropriations, authorizations,
allocations, and other funds employed, used,
held, arising from, available to, or to be
made available in connection with the func-
tions transferred under this title, subject to
section 1531 of title 31, United States Code,
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shall be transferred to the Department of
State.

(b) TREATMENT OF PERSONNEL EMPLOYED IN
TERMINATED FUNCTIONS.—The following shall
apply with respect to officers and employees
of a transferor agency that are not trans-
ferred under this title:

(1) Under such regulations as the Office of
Personnel Management may prescribe, the
head of any agency in the executive branch
may appoint in the competitive service any
person who is certified by the head of the
transferor agency as having served satisfac-
torily in the transferor agency and who
passes such examination as the Office of Per-
sonnel Management may prescribe. Any per-
son so appointed shall, upon completion of
the prescribed probationary period, acquire a
competitive status.

(2) The head of any agency in the executive
branch having an established merit system
in the excepted service may appoint in such
service any person who is certified by the
head of the transferor agency as having
served satisfactorily in the transferor agency
and who passes such examination as the head
of such agency in the executive branch may
prescribe.

(3) Any appointment under this subsection
shall be made within a period of 1 year after
completion of the appointee’s service in the
transferor agency.

(4) Any law, Executive order, or regulation
which would disqualify an applicant for ap-
pointment in the competitive service or in
the excepted service concerned shall also dis-
qualify an applicant for appointment under
this subsection.
SEC. 1108. PERSONNEL AUTHORITIES FOR

TRANSFERRED FUNCTIONS.
(a) APPOINTMENTS.—(1) Subject to para-

graph (2), the Secretary of State may ap-
point and fix the compensation of such offi-
cers and employees, including investigators,
attorneys, and administrative law judges, as
may be necessary to carry out the respective
functions transferred to the Department of
State under this title. Except as otherwise
provided by law, such officers and employees
shall be appointed in accordance with the
civil service laws and their compensation
fixed in accordance with title 5, United
States Code.

(2) A person employed under paragraph (1)
may not continue in such employment after
the end of the period (as determined by the
Secretary) required for the transferal of
functions under this title.

(b) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—The Sec-
retary of State may obtain the services of
experts and consultants in connection with
functions transferred to the Department of
State under this title in accordance with sec-
tion 3109 of title 5, United States Code, and
compensate such experts and consultants for
each day (including traveltime) at rates not
in excess of the rate of pay for level IV of the
Executive Schedule under section 5315 of
such title. The head Secretary may pay ex-
perts and consultants who are serving away
from their homes or regular place of business
travel expenses and per diem in lieu of sub-
sistence at rates authorized by sections 5702
and 5703 of such title for persons in Govern-
ment service employed intermittently.
SEC. 1109. PROPERTY AND FACILITIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State
shall review the property and facilities of
each transferror agency for purposes of de-
termining if the property is required by the
Department of State in order to carry out
the functions of the Department after the
transfer of functions to the Department
under this title.

(b) DEADLINE FOR TRANSFER.—Not later
than March 1, 1997, all property and facilities
within the custody of the transferor agencies

shall be transferred to the custody of the
Secretary of State.
SEC. 1110. DELEGATION AND ASSIGNMENT.

Except where otherwise expressly prohib-
ited by law or otherwise provided by this
title, the Secretary of State may delegate
any of the functions transferred to the Sec-
retary under this title and any function
transferred or granted to the Secretary after
the effective date of this title to such offi-
cers and employees of the Department of
State as the Secretary may designate, and
may authorize successive redelegations of
such functions as may be necessary or appro-
priate. No delegation of functions by the
Secretary under this section or under any
other provision of this title shall relieve the
Secretary of responsibility for the adminis-
tration of such functions.
SEC. 1111. RULES.

The Secretary of State may prescribe, in
accordance with the provisions of chapters 5
and 6 of title 5, United States Code, such
rules and regulations as the Secretary deter-
mines necessary or appropriate to admin-
ister and manage the functions of the De-
partment of State after the transfer of func-
tions to the Department under this title.
SEC. 1112. INCIDENTAL TRANSFERS.

The Director of the Office of Management
and Budget may, at such time or times as
the Director shall provide, make such addi-
tional incidental dispositions of personnel,
assets, liabilities, grants, contracts, prop-
erty, records, and unexpended balances of ap-
propriations, authorizations, allocations,
and other funds held, used, arising from,
available to, or to be made available in con-
nection with such functions, as may be nec-
essary to carry out the provisions of this
title. The Director shall provide for the ter-
mination of the affairs of all entities termi-
nated by this title and for such further meas-
ures and dispositions as may be necessary to
effectuate the purposes of this title.
SEC. 1113. EFFECT ON CONTRACTS AND GRANTS.

(a) PROHIBITION ON NEW OR EXTENDED CON-
TRACTS OR GRANTS.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), the United States Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency, the United
States Information Agency, and the Agency
for International Development may not—

(1) enter into a contract or agreement
which will continue in force after the termi-
nation date, if any, of such agency under this
title;

(2) extend the term of an existing contract
or agreement of such agency to a date after
such date; or

(3) make a grant which will continue in
force after such date.

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) does not
apply to the following:

(1) Contracts and agreements for carrying
out essential administrative functions.

(2) Contracts and agreements for functions
and activities that the Secretary of State de-
termines will be carried out by the Depart-
ment of State after the termination of the
agency concerned under this title.

(3) Grants relating to the functions and ac-
tivities referred to in paragraph (2).

(c) EVALUATION AND TERMINATION OF EXIST-
ING CONTRACTS.—The Secretary of State and
the head of each agency referred to in sub-
section (a) shall—

(1) review the contracts of such agency
that will continue in force after the date, if
any, of the abolishment of the agency under
this title in order to determine if the cost of
abrogating such contracts before that date
would be exceed the cost of carrying out the
contract according to its terms; and

(2) in the case of each contract so deter-
mined, provide for the termination of the
contract in the most cost-effective manner
practicable.

SEC. 1114. SAVINGS PROVISIONS.
(a) CONTINUING EFFECT OF LEGAL DOCU-

MENTS.—All orders, determinations, rules,
regulations, permits, agreements, grants,
contracts, certificates, licenses, registra-
tions, privileges, and other administrative
actions—

(1) which have been issued, made, granted,
or allowed to become effective by the Presi-
dent, any Federal agency or official thereof,
or by a court of competent jurisdiction, in
the performance of functions which are
transferred under this title, and

(2) which are in effect at the time this title
takes effect, or were final before the effec-
tive date of this title and are to become ef-
fective on or after the effective date of this
title,
shall continue in effect according to their
terms until modified, terminated, super-
seded, set aside, or revoked in accordance
with law by the President, the Secretary of
State or other authorized official, a court of
competent jurisdiction, or by operation of
law.

(b) PROCEEDINGS NOT AFFECTED.—The pro-
visions of this title shall not affect any pro-
ceedings, including notices of proposed rule-
making, or any application for any license,
permit, certificate, or financial assistance
pending before the transferor agency at the
time this title takes effect for that agency,
with respect to functions transferred under
this title but such proceedings and applica-
tions shall be continued. Orders shall be is-
sued in such proceedings, appeals shall be
taken therefrom, and payments shall be
made pursuant to such orders, as if this title
had not been enacted, and orders issued in
any such proceedings shall continue in effect
until modified, terminated, superseded, or
revoked by a duly authorized official, by a
court of competent jurisdiction, or by oper-
ation of law. Nothing in this subsection shall
be deemed to prohibit the discontinuance or
modification of any such proceeding under
the same terms and conditions and to the
same extent that such proceeding could have
been discontinued or modified if this title
had not been enacted.

(c) SUITS NOT AFFECTED.—The provisions
of this title shall not affect suits commenced
before the effective date of this title, and in
all such suits, proceedings shall be had, ap-
peals taken, and judgments rendered in the
same manner and with the same effect as if
this title had not been enacted.

(d) NONABATEMENT OF ACTIONS.—No suit,
action, or other proceeding commenced by or
against the transferor agency, or by or
against any individual in the official capac-
ity of such individual as an officer of the
transferor agency, shall abate by reason of
the enactment of this title.

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS RELATING TO
PROMULGATION OF REGULATIONS.—Any ad-
ministrative action relating to the prepara-
tion or promulgation of a regulation by the
transferor agency relating to a function
transferred under this title may be contin-
ued by the Secretary of State with the same
effect as if this title had not been enacted.
SEC. 1115. SEPARABILITY.

If a provision of this title or its application
to any person or circumstance is held in-
valid, neither the remainder of this title nor
the application of the provision to other per-
sons or circumstances shall be affected.
SEC. 1116. TRANSITION.

The Secretary of State may utilize—
(1) the services of such officers, employees,

and other personnel of the transferor agency
with respect to functions transferred to the
Department of State under this title; and

(2) funds appropriated to such functions for
such period of time as may reasonably be
needed to facilitate the orderly implementa-
tion of this title.
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SEC. 1117. ADDITIONAL CONFORMING AMEND-

MENTS.
The President may submit a report to the

appropriate congressional committees con-
taining such recommendations for such addi-
tional technical and conforming amend-
ments to the laws of the United States as
may be appropriate to reflect the changes
made by this division.
SEC. 1118. FINAL REPORT.

Not later than October 1, 1998, the Presi-
dent shall provide by written report to the
Congress a final accounting of the finances
and operations of the United States Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, the Unit-
ed States Information Agency, and the Agen-
cy for International Development.
SEC. 1119. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this title, unless otherwise
provided or indicated by the context—

(1) the term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’’ means the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on International Relations of the
House of Representatives;

(2) the term ‘‘Federal agency’’ has the
meaning given to the term ‘‘agency’’ by sec-
tion 551(1) of title 5, United States Code;

(3) the term ‘‘function’’ means any duty,
obligation, power, authority, responsibility,
right, privilege, activity, or program;

(4) the term ‘‘office’’ includes any office,
administration, agency, institute, unit, orga-
nizational entity, or component thereof;

(5) the term ‘‘transferor agency’’ refers to
each of the following agencies:

(A) The Agency for International Develop-
ment, a component of the International De-
velopment Cooperation Agency.

(B) The International Development Co-
operation Agency (insofar as it exercises
functions related to the Agency for Inter-
national Development).

(C) The United States Information Agency
(exclusive of the Broadcasting Board of Gov-
ernors).

(D) The United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency.

TITLE XII—CONSOLIDATION OF DIPLO-
MATIC MISSIONS AND CONSULAR POSTS

SEC. 1201. CONSOLIDATION OF UNITED STATES
DIPLOMATIC MISSIONS AND CON-
SULAR POSTS.

(a) CONSOLIDATION PLAN.—The Secretary of
State shall develop a worldwide plan for the
consolidation, wherever practicable, on a re-
gional or areawide basis, of United States
missions and consular posts abroad in order
to carry out this section.

(b) CONTENTS OF PLAN.—The plan shall—
(1) identify the specific United States dip-

lomatic missions and consular posts for con-
solidation;

(2) identify those missions and posts at
which the resident ambassador would also be
accredited to other specified states in which
the United States either maintained no resi-
dent official presence or maintained such a
presence only at staff level; and

(3) provide an estimate of—
(A) the amount by which expenditures

would be reduced through the reduction in
the number of United States Government
personnel assigned abroad;

(B) through a reduction in the costs of
maintaining United States properties
abroad; and

(C) the amount of revenues generated to
the United States through the sale or other
disposition of United States properties asso-
ciated with the posts to be consolidated
abroad.

(c) TRANSMITTAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of State shall transmit a copy of
the plan to the appropriate congressional
committees.

(d) IMPLEMENTATION.—Not later than 60
days after transmittal of the plan under sub-
section (c), the Secretary of State shall take
steps to implement the plan unless the Con-
gress before such date enacts legislation dis-
approving the plan.

(e) CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCEDURES.—
(1) A joint resolution described in paragraph
(2) which is introduced in a House of Con-
gress after the date on which a plan devel-
oped under subsection (a) is received by Con-
gress, shall be considered in accordance with
the procedures set forth in paragraphs (3)
through (7) of section 8066(c) of the Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations Act, 1985 (as
contained in Public Law 98-473 (98 Stat.
1936)), except that—

(A) references to the ‘‘report described in
paragraph (1)’’ shall be deemed to be ref-
erences to the joint resolution; and

(B) references to the Committee on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives
and to the Committee on Appropriations of
the Senate shall be deemed to be references
to the Committee on International Relations
of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate.

(2) A joint resolution under this paragraph
is a joint resolution the matter after the re-
solving clause of which is as follows: ‘‘That
the Congress disapproves the plan submitted
by the President on llllll pursuant to
section 1109 of the Foreign Relations Revi-
talization Act.’’.

(f) RESUBMISSION OF PLAN.—If, within 60
days of transmittal of a plan under sub-
section (c), Congress enacts legislation dis-
approving the plan, the President shall
transmit to the appropriate congressional
committees a revised plan developed under
subsection (a).

(g) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section requires the termination of
United States diplomatic or consular rela-
tions with any foreign country.

(h) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section:
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’’ means the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate.

(2) PLAN.—The term ‘‘plan’’ means the plan
developed under subsection (a).
SEC. 1202. DETAIL OF OTHER AGENCY PERSON-

NEL TO STATE DEPARTMENT.
Any employee of any agency other than

the Department of State who is assigned to
an overseas post located within any United
States mission except for those assigned to a
military command shall be detailed to the
Department of State for the duration of such
assignment, and shall be fully under the au-
thority of the Chief of Mission. The Chief of
Protocol, at the sole discretion of the Sec-
retary of State, shall accord diplomatic ti-
tles, privileges, and immunities to any such
employees as the Secretary of State deems
appropriate.

KERRY AMENDMENT NO. 1963
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KERRY submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

Delete the authorizations for fiscal years
1998 and 1999 throughout the bill.

PELL AMENDMENT NO. 1964
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. PELL submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 104, line 23, strike ‘‘(a) FISCAL
YEAR 1996.—’’.

On page 105, line 1, strike ‘‘$22,700,000 for
the fiscal year 1996’’ and insert ‘‘$45,000,000
for each of the fiscal years 1996 and 1997’’.

On page 105, strike lines 3 through 5.
On page 125, line 9, insert ‘‘certain’’ after

‘‘reinvent’’.
On page 126, lines 21 and 22. strike ‘‘the

United States Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency,’’.

On page 134, beginning on line 8, strike
‘‘the following’’ and all that follows through
‘‘Assisting’’ on line 9 and insert ‘‘assisting’’.

On page 134, line 11, strike ‘‘arms control
and nonproliferation,’’.

On page 134, strike lines 16 through 18.
Beginning on page 145, strike line 16 and

all that follows through line 19 on page 146.
On page 146, line 20, strike ‘‘(2)’’ and insert

‘‘(1)’’.
On page 148, line 4, strike ‘‘(3)’’ and insert

‘‘(2)’’.
On page 149, line 1, strike ‘‘(4)’’ and insert

‘‘(3)’’.
On page 166, strike lines 18 and 19.
Beginning on page 175, strike line 1 and all

that follows through line 22 on page 184 and
insert the following:

TITLE XII—ARMS CONTROL AND
DISARMAMENT AGENCY

SEC. 1201. ELIMINATION OF DUPLICATION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State

and the Director of the United States Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, in con-
sultation with the National Security Advisor
shall, in a manner consistent with the provi-
sions of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Act of 1961 and with this title, identify and
eliminate all duplicative, overlapping, or su-
perfluous personnel, functions, goals, activi-
ties, offices, and programs within and be-
tween the Department of State and the Unit-
ed States Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than March 31, 1996,
or 180 days after the date of enactment of
this Act, whichever is later, the President
shall submit a report describing the person-
nel, functions, goals, activities, offices, and
programs identified under subsection (a) to
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate and the Committee on International
Relations of the House of Representatives,
together with proposed legislation if addi-
tional statutory authority is required to im-
plement subsection (a).

On page 221, strike lines 23 and 24.
On page 222, line 1, strike ‘‘(2)’’ and insert

‘‘(1)’’.
On page 222, line 3, strike ‘‘(3)’’ and insert

‘‘(2)’’.
Beginning on page 224, strike line 13 and

all that follows through line 8 on page 228.
On page 237, line 4, strike ‘‘1703, 1704,’’ and

insert ‘‘1704’’.
On page 238, line 14, strike ‘‘1703, 1704,’’ and

insert ‘‘1704,.
On page 238, line 21, strike ‘‘1703, 1704,’’ and

insert ‘‘1704’’.
On page 239, line 3, strike ‘‘1703, 1704,’’ and

insert ‘‘1704’’.
On page 240, line 9, strike ‘‘1703, 1704,’’ and

insert ‘‘1704’’.
On page 243, line 25, strike ‘‘1703, 1704,’’ and

insert ‘‘1704’’.
On page 249, line 25, strike ‘‘$125,000,000 and

for the fiscal year 1997 $100,000,000’’ and in-
sert ‘‘$102,700,000 and for the fiscal year 1997
$77,700,000’’.

On page 250, strike lines 14 and 15.
On page 250, line 16, strike ‘‘(3)’’ and insert

‘‘(2)’’.
On page 250, line 17, strike ‘‘(4)’’ and insert

‘‘(3)’’.
On page 264, beginning on line 25, strike

‘‘United States’’ and all that follows through
‘‘Agency,’’ on line 26.

On page 266, strike lines 10 through 12.
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On page 266, line 13, strike ‘‘(B)’’ and insert

‘‘(A)’’.
On page 266, line 16, strike ‘‘1701(a)(2)’’ and

insert ‘‘1701(a)(1)’’.
On page 266, line 17, strike ‘‘(C)’’ and insert

‘‘(B)’’.
On page 266, line 20, strike ‘‘1701(a)(3)’’ and

insert ‘‘1701(a)(2)’’.
On page 266, line 21, strike ‘‘(D)’’ and insert

‘‘(C)’’.
On page 266, line 25, strike ‘‘1701(a)(3)’’ and

insert ‘‘1701(a)(2)’’.
On page 267, line 1, strike ‘‘(E)’’ and insert

‘‘(D)’’.
On page 267, line 4, strike ‘‘(F)’’ and insert

‘‘(E)’’.
On page 267, line 8, strike ‘‘(G)’’ and insert

‘‘(F)’’.
On page 267, line 12, strike ‘‘(H)’’ and insert

‘‘(G)’’.
Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘A bill to

authorize appropriations for the Department
of State for fiscal years 1996 through 1999 and
to abolish the United States Information
Agency and the Agency for International De-
velopment, and for other purposes.’’.

PELL AMENDMENT NO. 1965

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. PELL submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, add the follow-
ing:
SEC. . SENSE OF SENATE REGARDING RE-

GIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL TREA-
TIES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) In 1978, the Senate adopted Senate Res-
olution 49, calling on the United States Gov-
ernment to seek the agreement of other gov-
ernment to a proposed global treaty requir-
ing the preparation of Environmental Impact
Assessment for any major project, action, or
continuing activity that may be reasonably
expected to have a significant adverse effect
on the physical environment or environ-
mental interests of another nation or a glob-
al commons area.

(2) Subsequent to the adoption of Senate
Resolution 49 in 1978, the United Nations En-
vironment Programme Governing Council
adopted Goals and Principles on Environ-
mental Impact Assessment calling on gov-
ernments to undertake comprehensive Envi-
ronmental Impact Assessments in cases in
which the extent, nature, or location of a
proposed activity is such that the activity is
likely to significantly affect the environ-
ment.

(3) Principle 17 of the Rio Declaration on
Environment and development, adopted at
the United Nations Conference on Environ-
ment and Development in 1992 states that
the Environmental and Impact Assessments
as a national instrument shall be undertaken
for proposed activities that are likely to
have a significant adverse impact on the en-
vironment and are subject to a decision on
the competent national authority.

(4) On October 7, 1992, the Senate gave its
advice and consent to the Protocol on Envi-
ronmental Protection to the Antarctic Trea-
ty, which obligates parties to the Antarctic
Treaty to require Environmental Impact As-
sessment procedures for proposed activities
in Antarctica.

(5) The United States is a signatory to the
1991 United Nations Economic Commission
for Europe’s Convention on Environmental
Impact Assessment in a Transboundary Con-
text, a regional treaty that calls for the use
of Environmental Impact Assessments as
necessary tools to minimize the adverse im-
pact of certain activities on the environ-

ment, particularly in a transboundary con-
text.

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the
Senate that—

(1) the United States Government should
encourage governments of other nations to
engage in additional regional treaties, along
the lines of the 1991 United Nations Eco-
nomic Commission for Europe’s Convention
on Environmental Impact Assessment on a
Transboundary Context, regarding specific
transboundary activities that have adverse
impacts on the environment of other nations
or a global commons area; and

(2) such additional regional treaties should
ensure that specific transboundary activities
are undertaken in environmentally sound
ways and under careful controls designed to
avoid or minimize any adverse environ-
mental effects, through requirements for En-
vironmental Impact Assessments where ap-
propriate.

PELL (AND KASSEBAUM)
AMENDMENT NO. 1966

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. PELL (for himself and Mrs.

KASSEBAUM) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following:
SEC. . PROHIBITION ON U.S. FUNDING OF

MINURSO.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) Morocco and the Popular Front for the

Liberation of Saguia el-Hamra and Rio de
Oro (Polisario) have been waging war for
control of the Western Sahara since 1974;

(2) In 1981, Moroccan King Hassan II called
upon the United Nations to sponsor a ref-
erendum on the future status of the Western
Sahara, in which the Saharan people would
vote for independence or for integration with
Morocco;

(3) In 1990, the United Nations Security
Council adopted Resolution 658, which in-
cluded the details of a peace settlement ap-
proved by Morocco and the Polisario;

(4) In 1991, the United Nations Security
Council adopted Resolution 690, which for-
mally established the United Nations Mis-
sion for the Referendum in Western Sahara
(MINURSO);

(5) The United States has provided finan-
cial support to MINURSO as part of its as-
sessed dues for U.N. peacekeeping, and has
contributed U.S. troops to the military com-
ponent of MINURSO;

(6) Since MINURSO was deployed to the re-
gion on September 6, 1991, the cease-fire be-
tween Morocco and the Polisario has been
observed with only minor violations by the
parties;

(7) In 1994, the Security Council adopted
Resolution 907, leading to the initiation of
voter registration for the referendum;

(8) Notwithstanding the successful ces-
sation of hostilities between Morocco and
the Polisario and the initiation of voter reg-
istration, substantial progress remains to be
made before a referendum can be held;

(9) Charges have been raised by former
MINURSO officials and by outside observers
calling into question free and fair nature of
the referendum and suggesting mismanage-
ment and impropriety by MINURSO;

(10) It is in the U.S. interest to promote a
timely and equitable resolution of the con-
flict in the Western Sahara through a free
and fair referendum process, or through an
alternative settlement to be agreed upon
mutually by the parties to the conflict.

(b) PROHIBITION.—None of the funds author-
ized to be appropriated by this or any other
act may be used for contributions to the

United Nations Mission for the Referendum
in Western Sahara (MINURSO) unless and
until the President determines and so cer-
tifies to the Congress that—

(a) the funds to be used will promote the
timely conclusion of the referendum process
or an alternative settlement to be agreed
upon mutually by the parties to the conflict;

(b) the United Nations is organizing the
referendum in a free and fair manner so as to
produce an equitable resolution of the West-
ern Sahara conflict;

(c) charges of impropriety and mismanage-
ment by MINURSO have been investigated
and, if found to be of merit, addressed appro-
priately.

PELL AMENDMENT NO. 1967

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. PELL submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING PAR-

TICIPATION IN EXPO ’98.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) there was international concern ex-

pressed at the Rio Conference of 1992 about
conservation of the seas;

(2) 1998 has been declared the ‘‘Inter-
national Year of the Ocean’’ by the United
Nations in an effort to alert the world to the
need for improving the physical and cultural
assets offered by the world’s oceans;

(3) the theme of Expo ’98 is ‘‘The Oceans, a
Heritage for the Future’’;

(4) Expo ’98 has a fundamental aim of alert-
ing political, economic, and public opinion
to the growing importance of the world’s
oceans;

(5) Portugal has established a vast network
of relationships through ocean exploration;

(6) Portugal’s history is rich with examples
of the courage and exploits of Portuguese ex-
plorers;

(7) Portugal and the United States have a
relationship based on mutual respect, and a
sharing of interests and ideals, particularly
the deeply held commitment to democratic
values;

(8) today over 2,000,000 Americans can trace
their ancestry to Portugal; and

(9) the United States and Portugal agreed
in the 1995 Agreement on Cooperation and
Defense that in 1998 the 2 countries would
consider and develop appropriate means of
commemorating the upcoming
quincentennial anniversary of the historic
voyage of discovery by Vasco da Gama.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—The United States
should fully participate in Expo ’98 in Lis-
bon, Portugal, and encourage the private
sector to support this worthwhile undertak-
ing.

PELL AMENDMENT NO. 1968

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. PELL submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 86, at the beginning of line 24,
strike all that follows through page 88, line
17, and add the following:

‘‘(6) General Comment No. 24 contradicts
not only the Supremacy Clause of the United
States Constitution and the constitutional
authority of the Senate with respect to the
approval of treaties, but also the First
Amendment rights of American citizens and
the other United States constitutional rights
and practices protected by the reservation,
understandings, declarations, and proviso
contained in the Senate resolution of ratifi-
cation.
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‘‘(b) PRESIDENTIAL ACTIONS.—The President

should—
‘‘(1) reject General Comment No. 24, issued

by the Human Rights Committee established
under the International Covenant on Civil
and Political Rights, which bears no validity
under international law;

‘‘(2) reaffirm the U.S. commitment to the
reservations, understandings, declarations,
and provisos to the International Covenant
on Civil and Political Rights agreed to by
the Senate on April 2, 1992;

‘‘(3) seek the nullification of the General
Comment No. 24 by the Human Rights Com-
mittee;

‘‘(4) inform, at every appropriate oppor-
tunity, the Human Rights Committee of the
validity under international law of the res-
ervations, understandings, declarations, and
provisos to the International Covenant on
Civil and Political Rights agreed to by the
Senate.’’

PELL AMENDMENT NO. 1969

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. PELL submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new title:

TITLE ll—NATO PARTICIPATION ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1995

SEC. ll. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘NATO Par-

ticipation Act Amendments of 1995’’.
SEC. ll. FINDINGS.

The Congress makes the following findings:
(1) Since 1949, the North Atlantic Treaty

Organization (NATO) has played an essential
role in guaranteeing the security, freedom,
and prosperity of the United States and its
partners in the Alliance.

(2) NATO has expanded its membership on
three different occasions since 1949.

(3) The sustained commitment of the mem-
ber countries of NATO to mutual defense of
their security ultimately made possible the
democratic transformation in Central and
Eastern Europe and the demise of the Soviet
Union.

(4) NATO was designed to be and remains a
defensive military organization whose mem-
bers have never contemplated the use of, or
used, military force to expand the borders of
its member states.

(5) While the immediate threat to the secu-
rity of the United States and its allies has
been reduced with the collapse of the Iron
Curtain, new security threats, such as the
situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina, are
emerging to the shared interests of the mem-
ber countries of NATO.

(6) NATO remains the only multilateral se-
curity organization capable of conducting ef-
fective military operations to protect West-
ern security interests.

(7) NATO has played a positive role in de-
fusing tensions between NATO members and,
as a result, no military action has occurred
between two NATO member states since the
inception of NATO in 1949.

(8) NATO is also an important diplomatic
forum for the discussion of issues of concern
to its member states and for the peaceful
resolution of disputes.

(9) America’s security, freedom, and pros-
perity remain linked to the security of the
countries of Europe.

(10) Any threat to the security of the newly
emerging democracies in Europe would pose
a security threat to the United States and
its European allies.

(11) The admission to NATO of European
countries that have been freed from Com-
munist domination and that meet specific

criteria for NATO membership would con-
tribute to international peace and enhance
the security of the region.

(12) A number of countries have expressed
varying degrees of interest in NATO mem-
bership, and have taken concrete steps to
demonstrate this commitment.

(13) Full integration of European countries
into the North Atlantic Alliance after such
countries meet essential criteria for admis-
sion would enhance the security of the Alli-
ance and, thereby, contribute to the security
of the United States.

(14) The expansion of NATO can create the
stable environment needed to successfully
complete the political and economic trans-
formation envisioned by European states
emerging from Communist domination.

(15) In recognition that not all countries
which have requested membership in NATO
will necessarily qualify at the same pace, the
accession date for each new member will
vary.

(16) The provision of NATO transition as-
sistance should include those countries that
meet the eligibility criteria specified under
section 203(d) of the NATO Participation Act
of 1994 (as amended by this title).

(17) Albania, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic,
Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania,
Moldova, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slove-
nia, and Ukraine should be given every con-
sideration for inclusion in programs for
NATO transition assistance.

(18) The Partnership for Peace will con-
tinue to play an important role in strength-
ening cooperation and interoperability be-
tween partner states and NATO allies. Ac-
tive participation in the Partnership for
Peace will help prepare interested states for
the rights and responsibilities of NATO
membership.
SEC. ll. UNITED STATES POLICY.

It should be the policy of the United
States—

(1) to join with the NATO allies of the
United States to redefine the role of the
NATO Alliance in the post-Cold War world;

(2) to actively assist European countries
emerging from Communist domination in
their transition so that such countries may
eventually qualify for NATO membership;

(3) to work to define the political and secu-
rity relationship between an evolving NATO
and the Russian Federation.
SEC. ll. CONSTRUCTION OF TITLE.

Nothing in this title should be construed
as precluding the eventual NATO member-
ship of Partnership for Peace member coun-
tries that never were under Communist
domination, namely Austria, Finland, and
Sweden, should they wish to apply for such
membership.
SEC. ll. REVISIONS TO PROGRAM TO FACILI-

TATE TRANSITION TO NATO MEM-
BERSHIP.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—Sub-
section (a) of section 203 of the NATO Par-
ticipation Act of 1994 (title II of Public Law
103–447; 22 U.S.C. 1928 note) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—The
President shall establish a program to assist
countries designated under subsection (d) to
facilitate their transition to full NATO
membership.’’.

(b) ELIGIBLE COUNTRIES.—
(1) ELIGIBILITY.—Subsection (d) of section

203 of such Act is amended to read as follows:
‘‘(d) DESIGNATION OF EUROPEAN COUNTRIES

EMERGING FROM COMMUNIST DOMINATION AS
ELIGIBLE COUNTRIES.—The President shall
designate European countries emerging from
Communist domination to receive assistance
under the program established under sub-
section (a). The President may make such a
designation in the case of any such country

only if the President determines, and reports
to the designated congressional committees,
that such country—

‘‘(1) has made significant progress toward
establishing—

‘‘(A) shared values and interests;
‘‘(B) democratic governments;
‘‘(C) free market economies;
‘‘(D) civilian control of the military, of the

police, and of intelligence services;
‘‘(E) adherence to the values, principles,

and political commitments embodied in the
Helsinki Final Act of the Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe; and

‘‘(F) more transparent defense budgets and
is actively participating in the Partnership
For Peace defense planning process;

‘‘(2) has made public commitments—
‘‘(A) to further the principles of NATO and

to contribute to the security of the North
Atlantic area;

‘‘(B) to accept the obligations, responsibil-
ities, and costs of NATO membership; and

‘‘(C) to implement infrastructure develop-
ment activities that will facilitate participa-
tion in and support for NATO military ac-
tivities;

‘‘(3) is not eligible for assistance under sec-
tion 563 of Public Law 103–306, with respect
to transfers of equipment to a country the
government of which the Secretary of State
has determined is a terrorist government for
purposes of section 40(d) of the Arms Export
Control Act.’’.

‘‘(4) is likely, within 5 years of such deter-
mination, to be in a position to further the
principles of the North Atlantic Treaty and
to contribute to its own security and that of
the North Atlantic area.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Subsections (b) and (c) of section 203 of

such Act are each amended by striking
‘‘countries described in such subsection’’ and
inserting ‘‘countries designated under sub-
section (d)’’.

(B) Subsection (e) of such section 203 is
amended by inserting ‘‘(22 U.S.C. 2394)’’ be-
fore the period at the end.

(c) TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.—Section 203(c) of
such Act is further amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through
(4) as subparagraphs (A) through (D), respec-
tively; and

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (D) (as
redesignated) the following new subpara-
graphs:

‘‘(E) Assistance under chapter 4 of part II
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (relat-
ing to the Economic Support Fund).

‘‘(F) Funds appropriated under the ‘Non-
proliferation and Disarmament Fund’ ac-
count’’.

‘‘(G) Assistance appropriated under chap-
ter 6 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 (relating to peacekeeping operations
and other programs).’’.

‘‘(H) Authority for the Department of De-
fense to pay excess defense article (EDA)
PCH&T and costs for countries designated
for both grant lethal and non-lethal EDA.’’

‘‘(I) Authority to convert FMF loans to
grants, and vice-versa, for eligible states.’’

(3) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ immediately after
‘‘TYPE OF ASSISTANCE.—’’; and

(4) by adding at the end the following new
paragraphs:

‘‘(2) For fiscal years 1996 and 1997, in pro-
viding assistance under chapter 5 of part II
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 for the
countries designated under subsection (d),
the President should include as an important
component of such assistance the provision
of appropriate language training to facilitate
participation of military personnel in pro-
grams for military training and in defense
exchange programs.

‘‘(3) Assistance made available under chap-
ter 5 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act
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of 1961 (relating to international military
education and training), not less than
$5,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 and not less
than $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1997 should be
available only for—

‘‘(A) the attendance of additional military
personnel of countries eligible under section
203(d) of this Act at professional military
education institutions in the United States
in accordance with section 544 of such Act;
and

‘‘(B) the placement and support of United
States instructors and experts at military
educational centers within the foreign coun-
tries designated under subsection (d) that
are receiving assistance under that chap-
ter.’’.
SEC. ll. TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY.

Section 203(f) of the NATO Participation
Act of 1994 (title II of Public Law 103–447; 22
U.S.C. 1928 note) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(f) TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY.—(1) The
eligibility of a country designated under sub-
section (d) for the program established in
subsection (a) shall terminate 60 days after
the President makes a certification under
paragraph (2).

‘‘(2) Whenever the President determines
that the government of a country designated
under subsection (d)—

‘‘(A) no longer meets the criteria set forth
in subsection (d)(1);

‘‘(B) is hostile to the NATO alliance; or
‘‘(C) poses a national security threat to the

United States,
then the President shall so certify to the ap-
propriate congressional committees.’’.

(3) Nothing in this Act shall affect the eli-
gibility of countries to participate under
other provisions of law in programs de-
scribed in this Act.

(b) CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCE-
DURES.—Section 203 of such Act is further
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(g) CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCE-
DURES.—

‘‘(1) APPLICABLE PROCEDURES.—A joint res-
olution described in paragraph (2) which is
introduced in a House of Congress after the
date on which a certification made under
subsection (f)(2) is received by Congress shall
be considered in accordance with the proce-
dures set forth in paragraphs (3) through (7)
of section 8066(c) of the Department of De-
fense Appropriations Act, 1985 (as contained
in Public Law 98–473 (98 Stat. 1936)), except
that—

‘‘(A) references to the ‘resolution described
in paragraph (1)’ shall be deemed to be ref-
erences to the joint resolution; and

‘‘(B) references to the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representatives
and to the Committee on Appropriations of
the Senate shall be deemed to be references
to the Committee on International Relations
of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate.

‘‘(2) TEXT OF JOINT RESOLUTION.—A joint
resolution under this paragraph is a joint
resolution the matter after the resolving
clause of which is as follows: ‘That the Con-
gress disapproves the certification submitted
by the President on llllll pursuant to
section 203(f) of the NATO Participation Act
of 1994.’.’’.
SEC. ll. REPORTS.

(a) ANNUAL REPORT.—Section 206 of the
NATO Participation Act of 1994 (title II of
Public Law 103–447; 22 U.S.C. 1928 note), as
redesignated by section ll(1) of this title,
is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘annual’’ in the section
heading before the first word;

(2) by inserting ‘‘annual’’ after ‘‘include in
the’’ in the matter preceding paragraph (1);

(3) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘Partner-
ship for Peace’’ and inserting ‘‘European’’;
and

(4) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting
the following new paragraph (2):

‘‘(2) In the event that the President deter-
mines that as of January 10, 1999, a country,
despite a period of transition assistance
under this title—

‘‘(A) has applied for and been rejected for
NATO membership on the basis of not having
fulfilled the criteria set out by the 1995
NATO expansion study; or

‘‘(B) has not yet applied for NATO mem-
bership,

the President shall transmit a classified re-
port to the designated congressional com-
mittees containing an assessment of the
progress made by that country in meeting
criteria for membership in NATO.’’.
SEC. ll. DEFINITIONS.

The NATO Participation Act of 1994 (title
II of Public Law 103–447; 22 U.S.C. 1928 note),
as amended by this title, is further amended
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion:
‘‘SEC. 207. DEFINITIONS.

‘‘For purposes of this title:
‘‘(1) NATO.—The term ‘NATO’ means the

North Atlantic Treaty Organization.
‘‘(2) DESIGNATED CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘designated congressional
committees’ means—

‘‘(A) the Committee on International Rela-
tions, the Committee on National Security,
and the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives; and

‘‘(B) the Committee on Foreign Relations,
the Committee on Armed Services, and the
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate.

‘‘(3) EUROPEAN COUNTRIES EMERGING FROM
COMMUNIST DOMINATION.—The term ‘Euro-
pean countries emerging from Communist
domination’ includes, but is not limited to,
Albania, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Esto-
nia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova,
Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, and
Ukraine.’’.

SARBANES (AND LEAHY)
AMENDMENT NO. 1970

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SARBANES (for himself and Mr.

LEAHY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

Beginning on page 210, strike line 4 and all
that follows through line 20 on page 215 and
insert the following:

TITLE XIV—AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

SEC. 1401. ELIMINATION OF DUPLICATION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State

shall, in consultation with the Adminis-
trator of the Agency for International Devel-
opment, identify and eliminate all duplica-
tive, overlapping, or superfluous personnel,
functions, goals, activities, offices, and pro-
grams within and between the Department of
State and the Agency for International De-
velopment.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than March 31, 1996,
or 180 days after the date of enactment of
this Act, whichever is later, the Secretary of
State shall submit a report describing the
personnel, functions, goals, activities, of-
fices, and programs identified under sub-
section (a) to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations of the Senate and the Committee on
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives, together with proposed legisla-
tion if additional statutory authority is re-
quired to implement subsection (a). Each re-
port shall also include projected cost savings

and personnel reductions to be achieved
through implementation of subsection (a).
SEC. 1402. COORDINATION OF PROGRAMS.

(a) INTERNATIONAL COORDINATION AND
LEADERSHIP.—The United States shall seek
to coordinate its sustainable development
programs with other bilateral and multilat-
eral donors, as well as with the private sec-
tor, in order to maximize the effectiveness of
resources allocated to sustainable develop-
ment. The United States also should exercise
leadership in building the global commit-
ment and cooperation necessary for coun-
tries to make significant progress toward the
goals adopted at international fora relating
to sustainable development.

(b) COORDINATION OF UNITED STATES PRO-
GRAMS AND POLICIES.—The President shall
establish a mechanism—

(1) to coordinate, and to eliminate duplica-
tion among, all United States policies, pro-
grams and activities designed to promote
sustainable development, including those
that are funded or carried out by the United
States Agency for International Develop-
ment, the Department of State, the Depart-
ment of the Treasury, the Department of Ag-
riculture, the African Development Founda-
tion, the Inter-American Foundation, the
Environmental Protection Agency, the
Peace Corps, and other involved departments
or agencies;

(2) to ensure that United States policies
and activities at the international financial
institutions and other international organi-
zations engaged in development activities
are consistent and complementary with sus-
tainable development; and

(3) to ensure that United States policies,
programs and activities designed to promote
growth through trade and investment, such
as the Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion, the Trade and Development Agency,
and the Export-Import Bank of the United
States, are consistent and complementary
with those purposes.

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months after
the date of enactment of this Act, and not
later than March 1 of each year thereafter,
the President shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees a report ex-
plaining the way in which the responsibil-
ities for programs are delineated and coordi-
nated among the various agencies and de-
partments described under subsection (b),
and the way in which duplication and waste
will be avoided.
SEC. 1403. REFORM AND STREAMLINING OF

GOALS AND PURPOSES.
(a) REPEALS.—The following provisions of

the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 are re-
pealed: Sections 102, 103, 103A, 104 (a)–(e) and
(g), 105, 106, 113, 117 (a) and (b), 118, 119, 120,
125, 128, 206, 219, 241, and 281.

(b) SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM.—
Section 101 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151) is amended to read as fol-
lows:
‘‘SEC. 101. SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT PRO-

GRAMS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The promotion of sus-

tainable development at home and abroad is
in the long-term interests of the United
States. Sustainable development means
broad-based economic growth that protects
the environment, enhances human capabili-
ties, upholds human rights and democratic
values, and improves the quality of life for
current generations while preserving that
opportunity for future generations.

‘‘(b) PURPOSE.—The ultimate purpose of
programs under this chapter is to enable the
poorest countries and people of the world to
provide for their own economic security
without further outside assistance. This pur-
pose is pursued internationally by support-
ing the self-help efforts of people in develop-
ing countries—
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‘‘(1) to implement sound policies that in-

crease self-reliance, equity, and productive
capacity;

‘‘(2) to invest in developing their human
resources; and

‘‘(3) to build effective and accountable in-
digenous political, economic, and social in-
stitutions.

‘‘(c) PROGRAMS.—The President is author-
ized to provide assistance under this chapter
of the following five interrelated types:

‘‘(1) ENCOURAGING BROAD-BASED ECONOMIC
GROWTH.—

‘‘(A) RATIONALE.—Broad-based economic
growth means equitable and inclusive eco-
nomic expansion in developing countries.
Such growth is in the economic, political,
and strategic interests of the United States
because it permits countries to progress to-
ward economic self-reliance, improve the liv-
ing standards of their citizens, reduce the in-
cidence of poverty, promote food security
and nutritional well-being, slow population
growth, and increase opportunities for mutu-
ally beneficial international trade and in-
vestment. Broad-based economic growth also
improves the prospects for the spread of de-
mocracy and political pluralism.

‘‘(B) MEANS.—Broad-based economic
growth requires, in addition to sound eco-
nomic policies—

‘‘(i) a broader role for and access to mar-
kets for both women and men through im-
proved policies that protect and advance eco-
nomic rights for all citizens without regard
to gender, race, religion, language or social
status, that increase self-reliance in meeting
basic needs, and that raise real incomes for
poor people;

‘‘(ii) stronger and more accountable public
and private institutions at the local and na-
tional level, and sound public investments;

‘‘(iii) enhanced food security, including im-
proved access to safe food and adequate nu-
trition through sustainable improvements in
and expansion of local, small-scale, food-
based agriculture and post-harvest food pres-
ervation;

‘‘(iv) sound debt management, including
debt relief as appropriate;

‘‘(v) investments in people’s productive ca-
pabilities, including measures to upgrade
technical and managerial knowledge and
skills;

‘‘(vi) measures to ensure that the poor, es-
pecially women, have improved access to
productive resources (including credit for
microenterprise initiatives, technical train-
ing and market-related information, afford-
able and resource-conserving technologies,
and land) and that they participate fully in
the benefits of growth in employment and in-
come; and

‘‘(vii) sustainable improvements to agri-
culture, through support for agricultural re-
search, provision of appropriate technology,
outreach to farmers, and improvement of
marketing, storage and transportation sys-
tems.

‘‘(2) PROTECTING THE GLOBAL ENVIRON-
MENT.—

‘‘(A) RATIONALE.—The economic and social
well-being and the security of the United
States, indeed the health of United States
citizens and of the entire world community,
depend critically on the global environment
and natural resource base. Consumption pat-
terns, systems of industrial and agricultural
production, demographic trends, and the use
of natural resources directly affect the sus-
tainability of long-term development and
growth and the integrity of the ecosystem.
Development that does not take account of
its environmental consequences will not be
economically sustainable. Improved resource
management is a critical element of a bal-
anced pattern of development. Both devel-
oped and developing countries share respon-

sibility to present and future generations for
the rational and sustainable management of
natural resources and for environmental pro-
tection. The industrialization and consump-
tion patterns of developed countries often
impose heavy environmental costs world-
wide. Developing countries, which are the
stewards of most of the world’s biological di-
versity, not only suffer disproportionately
from the consequences of environmental deg-
radation, but also contribute to that deg-
radation as they struggle to meet the basic
needs of their people. Therefore, environ-
mental sustainability cannot be secured
without reducing poverty, nor can poverty
be eliminated without sustainable manage-
ment of the natural resource base.

‘‘(B) MEANS.—Protecting the global envi-
ronment requires addressing the root causes
of environmental harm, promoting environ-
mentally-sound patterns of growth and sup-
porting improved management of natural re-
sources. These activities shall include efforts
to address urgent global environmental prob-
lems, including the loss of biological diver-
sity and global climate change, as well as ef-
forts to address significant environmental
problems within countries and regions. Such
efforts shall seek to promote sound environ-
mental policies and practices and develop-
ment that is environmentally, socially and
culturally sound over the longer-term, in-
cluding programs for natural resources con-
servation, protection of threatened and en-
dangered species, preservation of ecosystems
and natural habitats, non-polluting methods
of agricultural and industrial production,
preparation of environmental impact assess-
ments, improved energy efficiency, better re-
source management and monitoring, and re-
duction and safe disposal of wastes.

‘‘(3) SUPPORTING DEMOCRATIC PARTICIPA-
TION.—

‘‘(A) RATIONALE.—It is in the national in-
terest of the United States and in keeping
with United States democratic traditions to
support democratic aspirations and values,
foster the spread of enduring democratic in-
stitutions, and encourage universal respect
for civil and human rights. The strengthen-
ing of civil society and non-governmental in-
stitutions, including business associations
and labor unions, that encourage broad par-
ticipation and protect human rights is an es-
sential element of the ability of nations to
sustain development efforts.

‘‘(B) MEANS.—Programs to support demo-
cratic participation must help to build and
strengthen organizations and institutions
that foster inclusion in economic and politi-
cal decision-making at the local and na-
tional levels. Such programs shall include
those that promote respect for human rights
and the rule of law; an expanding role for
nongovernmental and citizens’ organizations
and their capacity to effectively participate
in political and economic decision-making
and to implement development programs;
enhanced citizen access to public informa-
tion; the ability of all citizens to choose free-
ly their government and to hold that govern-
ment accountable for its actions; advance-
ment of legal, social, and economic equality
for women, workers, and minorities, includ-
ing the elimination of all forms of violence
against women and expanded opportunities
for persons with disabilities; and strength-
ened principles of tolerance among and with-
in religious and ethnic groups.

‘‘(4) STABILIZING WORLD POPULATION AND
PROMOTING REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH.—

‘‘(A) RATIONALE.—Many individuals still do
not have access to the means to determine
the number and spacing of their children.
Rapid population growth, among other fac-
tors, aggravates poor health, perpetuates
poverty, and inhibits saving and investment,
particularly investments in people in the

form of basic health and education services.
Continued rapid growth in world population
will undercut sustainable development ef-
forts. Unsustainable population growth is di-
rectly tied to degradation of the natural re-
source base and the environment and con-
tributes to economic stagnation and politi-
cal instability. The problems associated with
rapid population growth are interrelated
with economic and social inequities, particu-
larly the low status of women, and patterns
of resource consumption. Rapid population
growth impedes development and retards
progress on global issues of direct concern to
the United States.

‘‘(B) MEANS.—The primary means to sta-
bilize population at levels that are consist-
ent with sustainable, broadly-based develop-
ment and with recognized standards of
human rights, are to provide women and men
with the means to freely and responsibly
choose the number and spacing of their chil-
dren, and to contribute to improved repro-
ductive health. This calls for a focus on en-
hanced access to and improved quality of
voluntary family planning services and re-
productive health care. Such efforts should
be complemented by programs carried out in
accordance with paragraphs (1) and (5) to im-
prove female education, raise the economic
and social status of women, and increase in-
fant and child survival rates.

‘‘(5) DEVELOPING HUMAN RESOURCES.—
‘‘(A) RATIONALE.—Reducing the worst

manifestations of poverty through the devel-
opment of human resource capacity is essen-
tial to long-term peace and international
stability. Individuals, communities, and na-
tions cannot be fully productive when im-
paired by disease, illiteracy, and hunger re-
sulting from the neglect of human resources.
While broad-based economic growth is nec-
essary for the reduction of the worst mani-
festations of poverty, such growth cannot be
sustained unless all people, and especially
women, have the basic assets and capabili-
ties that foster the opportunity for partici-
pation in the economic, social and political
life of their country.

‘‘(B) MEANS.—To reduce the worst mani-
festations of poverty, sustainable develop-
ment programs must develop human re-
sources by securing universal access to ade-
quate food, safe drinking water, basic sanita-
tion, and basic shelter; expanding education
to all segments of society, with emphasis on
basic education and particular attention to
equalizing male and female literacy and
schooling; providing equal access to credit;
improving the coverage, quality and sustain-
ability of basic health services; preventing
the spread of HIV/AIDS and other commu-
nicable diseases; reducing substantially
undernutrition and malnutrition through ex-
panded nutrition education and food safety
measures, promotion of breast-feeding and
sound weaning practices, and micronutrient
therapies targeted at vitamin and mineral
deficiencies; and investing in the well-being
of children through improved and expanded
immunization programs, oral rehydration to
combat diarrheal diseases, education pro-
grams aimed at improving child survival and
child welfare and promoting child spacing.

‘‘(d) CROSS-CUTTING PRINCIPLES.—Sustain-
able development programs authorized by
this chapter shall be carried out in accord-
ance with the following cross-cutting prin-
ciples:

‘‘(1) POPULAR PARTICIPATION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The success of sustain-

able development depends on the participa-
tion of targeted communities in the identi-
fication, design, implementation, and eval-
uation of projects, programs, and assistance
strategies and overall strategic objectives.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES 11020 July 31, 1995
To be effective, such participation must in-
corporate the local-level perspectives of tra-
ditionally underserved populations and com-
munities, including women, persons with dis-
abilities, ethnic and religious minorities, in-
digenous peoples, and the rural and urban
poor.

‘‘(B) NONGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS.—
Incorporation of local perspectives requires
effective consultation and coordination with
nongovernmental organizations, including
private and voluntary organizations, co-
operatives and credit unions, labor unions,
private sector businesses and trade associa-
tions, women’s groups, educational institu-
tions, and indigenous local organizations
which represent and are knowledgeable
about local people. Effective consultation
and coordination requires the involvement of
such organizations in the formulation of de-
velopment strategies for specific countries
and sectors, the development of procedures
and regulations governing the implementa-
tion of programs, and the evaluation and
monitoring of programs.

‘‘(C) UTILIZATION OF UNITED STATES INSTITU-
TIONAL CAPABILITIES.—United States institu-
tions such as public and private institutions
of science, technology, business, and edu-
cation can provide a unique contribution to
sustainable development programs. Pro-
grams undertaken to achieve the sustainable
development purposes of this title bring
greater mutual benefit by recognizing and
taking advantage of: United States capabili-
ties in science and technology; access to edu-
cation and training in United States col-
leges, universities, and technical training fa-
cilities; private sector entrepreneurial skills;
and United States public sector expertise.
This may be encouraged through long-term
collaboration between public and private in-
stitutions of science, technology, business,
and education in the United States and de-
veloping countries and emerging democ-
racies.

‘‘(2) ROLE OF WOMEN.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Women play central and

productive roles throughout the world in the
well-being of nations, communities and fami-
lies. Recognizing women’s contributions and
incorporating their perspectives, knowledge
and experience is critical in developing glob-
al strategies for promoting peace, prosperity
and democracy.

‘‘(B) EMPOWERMENT OF WOMEN.—To be sus-
tainable, development must foster the eco-
nomic, political and social empowerment of
women. Expanding opportunities for women
is essential to reducing poverty, improving
health, slowing population growth and envi-
ronmental degradation, and achieving sus-
tainable development. For this to occur,
women must have full and equitable access
to productive resources: credit, land, tech-
nology, agricultural extension and market-
ing services, training and other forms of as-
sistance. Increased female education further
empowers women by allowing their effective
participation in the development process.
Therefore, United States sustainable devel-
opment policies and programs must be de-
signed and implemented to fully integrate
women as agents and beneficiaries.

‘‘(3) MANAGING FOR RESULTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Assistance cannot sub-

stitute for a developing country’s own efforts
to improve the lives of its people, nor can
the United States afford to provide assist-
ance which does not yield enduring results in
terms of improving the lives of the poor, en-
couraging a stable and prosperous global
order, and contributing to the interests of
the people of the United States.

‘‘(B) COUNTRY REQUIREMENTS.—Targeting
assistance toward countries that have dem-
onstrated a need for such programs, that will
make effective use of such programs, and

that have a commitment to achieving the
sustainable development purposes described
in this title ensures the most effective use of
scarce foreign aid resources. Indicators of
such countries include the extent to which:
there is a high incidence of hunger and pov-
erty, there is an enabling environment in
which government economic policies are
conducive to accomplishing those sustain-
able development purposes, government deci-
sionmaking is transparent, government in-
stitutions are accountable to the public, an
independent and honest judiciary is main-
tained, local government bodies are demo-
cratically elected, and political parties, non-
governmental organizations and the media
operate without undue constraints.

‘‘(C) MEASURING RESULTS.—Assistance
under this part requires the commitment
and progress of countries in moving toward
the purpose of sustainable development de-
scribed in subsection (b), while recognizing
the long-term nature of development proc-
esses and the difficulty of selecting reliable
and meaningful indicators of success.
Through the establishment of open and
transparent systems to monitor the results
of assistance programs the United States
will assess the effectiveness of its programs
and shift scarce resources from unproductive
programs, sectors or countries to those
which have demonstrated the commitment
and ability to use them effectively.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The repeals made by
subsection (a) and the amendment made by
subsection (b) shall take effect on October 1,
1995.

On page 222, strike lines 3 through 7.
On page 222, strike lines 17 through 23.
On page 224, strike lines 6 through 12.
Beginning on page 232, strike line 16 and

all that follows through line 21 on page 236.
Beginning on page 264, line 26, strike ‘‘, the

United’’ and all that follows through the pe-
riod on line 2 of page 265 and insert ‘‘and the
United States Information Agency.’’.

On page 266, strike lines 1 through 3.
On page 266, strike lines 17 through 20.
On page 267, strike lines 4 through 7.
On page 26, line 9, insert ‘‘and’’ after

‘‘Service;’’.
On page 26, line 12, strike ‘‘; and’’ and in-

sert a period.
On page 26, strike lines 13 through 15.
On page 26, line 21, insert ‘‘and’’ after

‘‘Service;’’.
On page 26, line 24, strike ‘‘; and’’ and in-

sert a period.
On page 27, strike lines 1 through 3.
On page 105, strike lines 17 through 25.
On page 126, beginning on line 22, strike

‘‘the United’’ and all that follows through
‘‘Development’’ on line 24 and insert ‘‘and
the United States Information Agency’’.

SARBANES AMENDMENT NO. 1971

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SARBANES submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill, S. 908, supra; as fol-
lows:

On page 29, at the end of line 5 insert the
following:

(g) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—(1) Subject to
paragraph (2), the President may waive any
limitation under subsections (a) through (d)
to the extent that such waiver is necessary
to carry on the foreign affairs functions of
the United States.

(2) Not less than 15 days before the Presi-
dent exercises a waiver under paragraph (1),
the appropriate agency head shall notify the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate and Committee on International Rela-
tions of the House of Representatives. Such
notice shall include an explanation of the
circumstances and necessity for such waiver.

SARBANES AMENDMENT NO. 1972
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SARBANES submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill, S. 908, supra; as fol-
lows:

On page 32, line 16, insert after ‘‘separa-
tion’’ the following: ‘‘or other appropriate
administrative action’’.

DODD AMENDMENT NO. 1973
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. DODD submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill add the
following new section:

SEC. . Sec. 136 of the Foreign Relations
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1990 and
1991, as amended, is further amended by
striking subsection (c)(4) and inserting in
lieu thereof:

‘‘(c)(4) American companies may bid on so-
licitations for Embassy guard forces in dol-
lars, and if successful, such companies may
elect to be paid in dollars at their discre-
tion.’’

DODD (AND LEAHY) AMENDMENT
NO. 1974

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. DODD (for himself and Mr.

LEAHY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill add the
following new section:

SEC. . (a) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, no assistance shall be provided
to the government of Guatemala pursuant to
this Act or any other Act until the President
certifies—

(1) That the President of Guatemala and
the Guatemalan Armed Forces are fully co-
operating with efforts—

(A) By Jennifer Harbury to exhume the
body of her husband, Efrain Bamaca
Velasquez and to pursue other judicial means
for bringing to justice those responsible for
the death of Efrain Bamaca Velasquez;

(B) By the family of U.S. citizen Michael
Devine, who was murdered in 1990, to bring
to justice those responsible for the murder or
coverup of the murder; and

(C) By human rights organizations and the
Guatemalan Attorney General to investigate
and bring to justice those involved in the
prominent human rights cases that were
enumerated in the April 7, 1995 letter to
President Clinton by twelve members of the
Senate; and

(2) That the U.S. Representative to the
United Nations Human Rights Commission
has sought the appointment of a Special
United Nations Rappatour for Guatemala,
and that the Government of Guatemala has
stated publicly that it will fully cooperate
with the work of any U.N. appointed Special
Rapporteur.

(b) Exceptions. Notwithstanding sub-
section (a) of this section the President may
provide assistance to the United Nations
Human Rights verification mission to Guate-
mala, to nongovernmental human rights or-
ganizations working in Guatemala, to non-
governmental organizations working in sup-
port of the Guatemalan Peace Process, and
for programs in support of primary health
care and basic education programs in Guate-
mala where such programs are delivered
through nongovernmental organizations.

DODD AMENDMENT NO. 1975
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
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Mr. DODD submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 83, beginning on line 20, strike all
through line 2 on page 84, and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

(1) FINDINGS.—(a) the establishment of an
international criminal court with jurisdic-
tion over crimes of an international char-
acter would greatly strengthen the inter-
national rule of law;

(b) such a court would thereby serve the
interests of the United States and the world
community.

(2) AUTHORIZATION.—The Secretary of
State is authorized to instruct the United
States delegation to make every effort to ad-
vance this proposal at the United Nations.

DODD AMENDMENT NO. 1976
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. DODD submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 109 line 13, strike all after the
word ‘‘issued’’ through the period on line 14,
and insert in lieu thereof the following:
‘‘only if the Secretary of Treasury is able to
certify to the Congress that the United
States Government has sufficient frozen
Iraqi assets under its control to ensure that
all U.S. claims against Iraq can be fully com-
pensated.’’

KENNEDY (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1977

Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr.
WELLSTONE, and Mr. HARKIN) proposed
an amendment to the bill S. 908, supra;
as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new section:
SEC. .

It is the sense of the Senate that:
(1) the current economic recovery has gen-

erated record profits for industry, but hourly
wages have grown at a below average rate;

(2) the minimum wage has not been raised
since April 1, 1991, and has lost more than
10% of its purchasing power since then;

(3) the average minimum wage worker pro-
vides 50% of her family’s weekly earnings;

(4) nearly two-thirds of minimum wage
workers are adults, and 60% are women;

(5) a full-time, year-round worker who is
paid the minimum wage earns $8,500 a year,
less than a poverty level income for a family
of two;

(6) there are 4.7 million Americans who
usually work full-time but who are, never-
theless, in poverty, and 4.2 million families
live in poverty despite having one or more
members in the labor force for at least half
the year;

(7) the 30% decline in the value of the mini-
mum wage since 1979 has contributed to
Americans’ growing income inequality and
to the fact that 97% of the growth in house-
hold income has accrued to the wealthiest
20%;

(8) legislation to raise the minimum wage
to $5.15 an hour was introduced on February
14, 1995, but has not been debated by the Sen-
ate; and

(9) the Senate should debate and vote on
whether to raise the minimum wage before
the end of the first session of the 104th Con-
gress.’’

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 1978
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:
‘‘SEC. .WARM PEACE WITH ISRAEL.

(a) FINDINGS.
(1) the United States Congress approved a

free trade agreement with Israel on April 29,
1985;

(2) the free trade agreement with Israel
was designed to increase U.S. economic ties
with Israel;

(3) the goal of U.S. policy in the Middle
East is to achieve a lasting peace that brings
economic integration and development in
the region;

(4) economic integration and development
in the Middle East can only be achieved
through a ‘‘warm’’ peace in which diplomats
are exchanged, the Arab boycott of Israel has
been eliminated, close cooperation between
Israel and her neighbors to combat terrorism
and international criminal activity has been
established, mutual security agreements
have been concluded and agreements have
been reached that mutually reduce barriers
to the free flow of goods, people and ideas;

(5) a ‘‘warm’’ peace in the Middle East be-
tween Israel and her neighbors should be
based upon trade and expanding economic
development;

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the President should:

(1) expand the United States’ free trade
agreement with Israel to include those coun-
tries who sustain a ‘‘warm’’ peace with Is-
rael;

(2) prior to such expansion and yearly
thereafter, certify to the Congress that such
country or countries have entered into a
‘‘warm’’ peace that includes—

(i) The recognition of Israel and establish-
ment of full diplomatic relations with Israel,
including the exchange of ambassadors;

(ii) Eliminating all levels of the Arab boy-
cott of Israel;

(iii) A commitment to a quick response to
condemn and punish terrorist acts and those
who perpetrate them;

(iv) Working closely with Israel to remove
havens for terorists;

(v) Mutual security agreements with Is-
rael;

(vi) Agreements with Israel on reciprocal
treatment of criminals;

(vii) Agreements with Israel which ensure
the mutual reduction of barriers to the free
flow of goods, people and ideas.

(3) Not extend any preferences or trade in-
ducements to a country that is a state-spon-
sor of terrorism.

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 1979

(Ordered to lie on the table)
Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:
SEC. . STATE DEPARTMENT ASSISTANT SEC-

RETARIES
The State Department is hereby author-

ized sixteen (16) assistant secretaries.

MCCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 1980

(Ordered to lie on the table)
Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new section:

SEC. . It is the Sense of the Senate that
the President of the United States should in-
sist on the full compliance of the Russian
Federation with the terms of the Treaty on
Conventional Armed Forces in Europe and

should reject offers by the Russian Federa-
tion to renegotiate, or otherwise change the
terms of the treaty.

MCCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 1981

(Ordered to lie on the table)
Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new section:

INTERNATIONAL EXECUTIVE SERVICE CORPS

SEC. No agency or department of the fed-
eral government authorized under this act to
administer foreign assistance may fund any
product or activity of the International Ex-
ecutive Services Corps if such project or ac-
tivity would provide services to an organiza-
tion that, in the judgment of the adminis-
trator of such assistance, is capable of ob-
taining the same or similar services without
such assistance and without significant fi-
nancial burden to that organization.

MCCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 1982

(Ordered to lie on the table)
Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, below line 20, add the follow-
ing:
SEC. 618. IRAN AND IRAQ ARMS NON-PROLIFERA-

TION.
(a) CLARIFICATION OF POLICY.—Section

1602(a) of the Iran-Iraq Arms Non-Prolifera-
tion Act of 1992 (title XVI of Public Law 102–
484; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended by strik-
ing out ‘‘chemical, biological, nuclear,’’ and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘weapons of mass
destruction’’.

(b) SANCTIONS AGAINST IRAN.—Section 1603
of such Act is amended by striking out
‘‘paragraphs (1) through (4)’’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘‘paragraphs (1) through (8)’’.

(c) SANCTIONS AGAINST CERTAIN PERSONS.—
(1) Subsection (a) of section 1604 of such Act
is amended by inserting ‘‘to acquire weapons
of mass destruction, or the means of their
delivery, or’’ before ‘‘to acquire’’.

(2) Subsection (b) of such section 1604 is
amended—

(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘, and
shall provide for the expeditious termination
of any current contract for goods or serv-
ices,’’ after ‘‘goods or services’’;

(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘, and
shall revoke any license issued,’’ after ‘‘shall
not issue’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
paragraphs:

‘‘(3) MIGRATION SANCTION.—
‘‘(A) INDIVIDUALS.—The sanctioned person

shall be ineligible to receive a visa for entry
into the United States and shall be excluded
from admission into the United States.

‘‘(B) CORPORATIONS.—In the case of a sanc-
tioned person that is a corporation, partner-
ship, or other form of association, the offi-
cers, directors, employees, and agents of the
corporation, partnership, or association shall
be ineligible to receive a visa for entry into
the United States and shall be excluded from
admission into the United States.

‘‘(4) FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.—The Presi-
dent shall by order prohibit any depository
institution that is chartered by, or that has
its principal place of business within, a
State, the District of Columbia, or the Unit-
ed States from making any loan or providing
any credit to the sanctioned person, except
for loans or credits for the purpose of pur-
chasing food or other agricultural commod-
ities.
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‘‘(5) TRANSITING UNITED STATES TERRI-

TORY.—(A) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law (other than a treaty or other
international agreement), no sanctioned per-
son, no item which is the product or manu-
facture of the sanctioned person, and no
technology developed by the sanctioned per-
son may transit any territory subject to the
jurisdiction of the United States.

‘‘(B) The Secretary of Transportation may
provide for such exceptions from this para-
graph as the Secretary considers necessary
to provide for emergencies in which the safe-
ty of an aircraft or a vessel, or its crew or
passengers, is threatened.’’.

(3) Such section 1604 is further amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(c) EXCEPTIONS.—The sanction described
in subsection (b)(1) shall not apply in the
case of procurement of defense articles or de-
fense services—

‘‘(1) under existing contracts or sub-
contracts, including the exercise of options
for production quantities to satisfy oper-
ational military requirements essential to
the national security of the United States;

‘‘(2) if the President determines that the
person or other entity to which the sanctions
would otherwise be applied is a sole source
supplier of the defense articles or services,
that the defense articles or services are es-
sential, and that alternative sources are not
readily or reasonably available; or

‘‘(3) if the President determines that such
articles or services are essential to the na-
tional security under defense coproduction
agreements.’’.

(d) SANCTIONS AGAINST FOREIGN COUN-
TRIES.—(1) Subsection (a) of section 1605 of
such Act is amended by inserting ‘‘to acquire
weapons of mass destruction, or the means of
their delivery, or’’ before ‘‘to acquire’’.

(2) Subsection (b) of such section 1605 is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(6) ADDITIONAL SANCTIONS.—The sanctions
against Iraq specified in paragraphs (1), (3),
(4), (6), and (7) of section 586G(a) of the Iraq
Sanctions Act of 1990 (50 U.S.C. 1701 note)
shall be applied to the same extent and in
the same manner with respect to a sanc-
tioned country.’’.

(3) Such section 1605 is further amended—
(A) in subsection (a)(2), by striking out

‘‘the sanction’’ and inserting in lieu thereof
‘‘the sanctions’’; and

(B) by striking out subsection (c) and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following new sub-
section (c):

‘‘(c) DISCRETIONARY SANCTIONS.—The sanc-
tions referred to in subsection (a)(2) are as
follows:

‘‘(1) USE OF AUTHORITIES OF INTERNATIONAL
EMERGENCY ECONOMIC POWERS ACT.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), the President may exer-
cise, in accordance with the provisions of
that Act, the authorities of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers Act
(50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) with respect to the
sanctioned country.

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—Subparagraph (A) does
not apply with respect to urgent humani-
tarian assistance.

‘‘(2) PROHIBITION ON VESSELS THAT ENTER
PORTS OF SANCTIONED COUNTRIES TO ENGAGE IN
TRADE.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Beginning on the 10th
day after a sanction is imposed under this
title against a country, a vessel which enters
a port or place in the sanctioned country to
engage in the trade of goods or services may
not, if the President so requires, within 180
days after departure from such port or place
in the sanctioned country, load or unload
any freight at any place in the United
States.

‘‘(B) DEFINITION.—As used in this para-
graph, the term ‘vessel’ includes every de-
scription of water craft or other contrivance
used, or capable of being used, as a means of
transportation in water, but does not include
aircraft.

‘‘(3) PRESIDENTIAL ACTION REGARDING AVIA-
TION.—(A)(i) The President may notify the
government of the sanctioned country of his
intention to suspend the authority of foreign
air carriers owned or controlled by the gov-
ernment of that country to engage in foreign
air transportation to or from the United
States.

‘‘(ii) The President may direct the Sec-
retary of Transportation to suspend at the
earliest possible date the authority of any
foreign air carrier owned or controlled, di-
rectly or indirectly, by that government to
engage in foreign air transportation to or
from the United States, notwithstanding any
agreement relating to air services.

‘‘(B)(i) The President may direct the Sec-
retary of State to terminate any air service
agreement between the United States and
the sanctioned country in accordance with
the provisions of that agreement.

‘‘(ii) Upon termination of an agreement
under this subparagraph, the Secretary of
Transportation shall take such steps as may
be necessary to revoke at the earliest pos-
sible date the right of any foreign air carrier
owned, or controlled, directly or indirectly,
by the government of that country to engage
in foreign air transportation to or from the
United States.

‘‘(C) The President shall direct the Sec-
retary of Transportation to provide for such
exceptions from this paragraph as the Presi-
dent considers necessary to provide for emer-
gencies in which the safety of an aircraft or
its crew or passengers is threatened.

‘‘(D) For purposes of this paragraph, the
terms ‘air carrier’, ‘air transportation’, ‘air-
craft’, and ‘foreign air carrier’ have the
meanings given such terms in paragraphs (2),
(5), (6), and (21) of section 40102 of title 49,
United States Code, respectively.’’.

(4) Such section 1605 is further amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(d) SANCTION FOR ASSISTING IRAN IN IM-
PROVING ROCKET OR OTHER WEAPONS CAPA-
BILITY.—The sanction set forth in section
586I(a) of the Iraq Sanctions Act of 1990 (50
U.S.C. 1701 note) against governments that
assist Iraq in improving its rocket tech-
nology or weapons of mass destruction capa-
bility shall be applied to the same extent and
in the same manner with respect to govern-
ments that so assist Iran.’’.

(e) TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS AGAINST
CERTAIN PERSONS.—Such Act is further
amended—

(1) in section 1604(b)—
(A) by striking out ‘‘The sanctions’’ in the

matter preceding paragraph (1) and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘‘Subject to section 1606A, the
sanctions’’; and

(B) by striking out ‘‘For a period of two
years, the United States’’ in paragraphs (1)
and (2) and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘The
United States’’;

(2) in section 1605—
(A) by striking out ‘‘If’’ in subsection (a)

and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Subject to sec-
tion 1606A, if’’; and

(B) in subsection (b)—
(i) by striking out ‘‘, for a period of one

year,’’ in paragraphs (1), (3), and (4);
(ii) by striking out ‘‘for a period of one

year,’’ in paragraph (2);
(iii) by striking out ‘‘during that period’’

in paragraph (4); and
(iv) by striking out ‘‘for a period of one

year’’ in paragraph (5); and
(3) by inserting after section 1606 the fol-

lowing new section:

‘‘SEC. 1606A. TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS.
‘‘Except as otherwise provided in this title,

the sanctions imposed pursuant to section
1604(a) or 1605(a) shall cease to apply to a
sanctioned person or government 30 days
after the President certifies to the Congress
that reliable information indicates that the
sanctioned person or government, as the case
may be, has ceased to violate this title.’’.

(f) WAIVER.—Section 1606 of such Act is
amended by striking out ‘‘or 1605(b)’’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘‘1605(b), or 1605(d)’’.

(g) RULES AND REGULATIONS.—Such Act is
further amended by adding after section 1607
the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 1607A. RULES AND REGULATIONS.

‘‘The President may prescribe such rules
and regulations as the President requires to
carry out this title.’’.

(h) DEFINITIONS.—Section 1608 of such Act
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘naval vessels with offen-

sive capabilities,’’ after ‘‘advanced military
aircraft,’’ in subparagraph (A); and

(B) by striking out ‘‘or enhance offensive
capabilities in destabilizing ways’’ each
place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
‘‘, enhance offensive capabilities in desta-
bilizing ways, or threaten international ship-
ping’’;

(2) in paragraph (7), by striking out sub-
paragraph (A) and inserting in lieu thereof
the following new subparagraph (A):

‘‘(A) any assistance under the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.),
other than urgent humanitarian assistance
or medicine;’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(8) The term ‘goods or technology’ in-

cludes any item of the type that is listed on
the Nuclear Referral List under section
309(c) of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act
of 1978, the United States Munitions List (es-
tablished in section 38 of the Arms Export
Control Act), or the MTCR Annex (as defined
in section 74(4) of the Arms Export Control
Act) or any item that is subject to licensing
by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

‘‘(9) The term ‘United States’ includes ter-
ritories and possessions of the United States
and the customs waters of the United States,
as defined in section 401 of the Tariff Act of
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1401).

‘‘(10) The term ‘weapons of mass destruc-
tion’ includes nuclear, chemical, and biologi-
cal weapons.’’.

(i) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—Such Act is
further amended—

(1) in section 1606, by striking out ‘‘the
Committees on Armed Services and Foreign
Affairs of the House of Representatives’’ and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘the Committees on
National Security and International Rela-
tions of the House of Representatives ’’; and

(2) in section 1607, by striking out ‘‘the
Committees on Armed Services and Foreign
Affairs of the House of Representatives’’
each place it appears in subsections (a) and
(b) and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘the Com-
mittees on National Security and Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives’’.

(j) REVISION OF FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF
1961.—Section 498A(b)(3) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2295a(b)(3)) is
amended by inserting ‘‘and notwithstanding
the compliance of such state with inter-
national agreements relating to weapons of
mass destruction,’’ before ‘‘knowingly trans-
ferred’’ in the matter preceding subpara-
graph (A).

(k) REVISION OF IRAQ SANCTIONS ACT OF
1990.—Section 586I(a) of the Iraq Sanctions
Act of 1990 (50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended
by striking out ‘‘or chemical, biological, or
nuclear weapons capability’’ and inserting in
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lieu thereof ‘‘its chemical, biological, or nu-
clear weapons capability, or its acquisition
of destabilizing numbers and types of ad-
vanced conventional weapons’’.

MCCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 1983

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 91, between lines 4 and 5, insert
the following:
SEC. 319. LIMITATION REGARDING ASSISTANCE

FOR INTERNATIONAL EXECUTIVE
SERVICE CORPS.

No department or agency of the Federal
Government administering assistance pro-
grams for which appropriations are author-
ized under this Act may provide financial as-
sistance for any project or activity of the
International Executive Service Corps if
such project or activity would provide serv-
ices to an organization that, in the judgment
of the administrator of such assistance, is
capable of obtaining the same or similar
services without such assistance and without
significant financial burden to that organiza-
tion.

MCCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 1984

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-
ing:
SEC. 618. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON RUSSIAN

COMPLIANCE WITH THE TREATY ON
CONVENTIONAL ARMED FORCES IN
EUROPE.

It is the sense of the Senate that the Presi-
dent should insist on the full compliance of
the Russian Federation with the terms of the
Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Eu-
rope and should reject offers by the Russian
Federation to renegotiate or otherwise
change the terms of the treaty.

DOLE AMENDMENT NO. 1985

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. DOLE submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new section:
SEC. . POLICY ON THE EXTENDED SUSPENSION

AND TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS
AGAINST SERBIA AND
MONTENEGRO.

It is the policy of the United States that
prior to the termination of the United States
sanctions against Serbia and Montenegro or
the suspension of sanctions for a period
longer than 90 days against Serbia and
Montenegro—

(1) The repression of ethnic Albanians
must be halted and full civil and human
rights must be restored to the people of
Kosova, and international human rights ob-
servers must be permitted to enter Kosova to
monitor the civil and human rights of the
majority Albanian population in Kosova.

(2) The elected parliament of Kosova must
be permitted to freely assemble and the peo-
ple of Kosova must be permitted to exercise
their right to self-governance and self-deter-
mination;

(3) There should be no final settlement
with respect to the former Yugoslavia with-
out the full participation of Albanian rep-
resentatives from Kosova in the negotia-
tions.

(4) The Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
(consisting of Serbia and Montenegro) must

halt all forms of support, including man-
power, arms, fuel, financial subsidies and
military material, for separatist Serb mili-
tants and their leaders in Bosnia and
Herzegovina and Croatia;

(5) The Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
must recognize the independent governments
and the territorial integrity of the Republics
of Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia.
SEC. . RESTRICTIONS ON THE TERMINATION OF

SANCTIONS AGAINST SERBIA AND
MONTENEGRO.

(a) RESTRICTIONS.—No sanction prohibition
or requirement under section 1511 of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for fiscal
year 1994 (Public Law 103–160) may cease to
be effective unless a certification is made as
provided in subsection (b):

(b) CERTIFICATION.—A certification de-
scribed in this subsection is a certification
effective for a period not more than ninety
days and provided by the President to Con-
gress of his determination that:

(1) systematic violations of the civil and
human rights of the people of Kosova, in-
cluding institutionalized discrimination and
structural repression, have ended;

(2) the elected government of Kosova is ex-
ercising its legitimate right to democratic
self-government;

(3) monitors from the Organization for Se-
curity and Cooperation in Europe, other
human rights monitors, and U.S. and inter-
national relief officials are free to operate in
Kosova, and enjoy the full cooperation and
support of local authorities;

(4) the political autonomy of Kosova, as ex-
ercised prior to 1981 under the 1974 Constitu-
tion of the Socialist Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia, has been restored as a first step
toward self-determination;

(5) full civil and human rights have been
restored to ethnic non-Serbs in Serbia, in-
cluding the Sandjak and Vojvodina;

(6) the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia has
halted aggression against the Republics of
Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia;

(7) the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia has
terminated all forms of support, including
manpower, arms, fuel, financial subsidies,
and war material, by land or air, for Serbian
separatist militants and their leaders in the
Republics of Bosnia and Herzegovina and
Croatia;

(8) the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia has
terminated all forms of support for the con-
trol and occupation by Serbian forces of any
and all regions within the sovereign terri-
tories of the Republics of Bosnia and
Herzegovina and Croatia;

(9) the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia has
terminated all contacts between its political
and military leadership and those of the Ser-
bian separatist militants in the Republic of
Bosnia and Herzegovina and the Republic of
Croatia;

(10) the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia has
extended full respect for the territorial in-
tegrity and independence of the Republic of
Bosnia and Herzegovina, and the Republic of
Croatia, and the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia;

(11) the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia has
cooperated fully with the United Nations
War Crimes Tribunal, including by surren-
dering all available and requested evidence
and those indicated individuals who are re-
siding in the territory of Serbia and
Montenegro.
SEC. . TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.

Section 1511 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994 (Public
Law 103–160) is amended by striking sub-
section (e) of that section.
SEC. . REPORTING REQUIREMENT.

Not later than 60 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the President of the

United States shall prepare and submit to
the President Pro Tempore of the Senate and
the Speaker of the House a detailed report
on—

(1) the systematic human rights violations
against the ethnic Albanian majority living
in Kosova, to include reports of ‘‘ethnic
cleansing;’’

(2) the nature and extent of the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia’s support for Serb
militant separatists and their leaders in the
Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina and the
Republic of Croatia, to include fuel, financial
subsidies, arms, and war material, as well as
the means by which these are being provided.

(3) the nature and extent of contacts be-
tween the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia’s
political and military leadership and the
leaders of the Serb militant separatists in
the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina and
the Republic of Croatia.

SARBANES AMENDMENTS NOS.
1986–1987

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SARBANES submitted two

amendments intended to be proposed
by him to the bill, S. 908, supra; as fol-
lows:

AMENDMENT NO. 1986
Beginning on page 232, strike line 16 and

all that follows through line 21 on page 236.
AMENDMENT NO. 1987

On page 222, strike lines 3 through 7.

SARBANES (AND LEAHY)
AMENDMENT NO. 1988

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SARBANES (for himself and Mr.

LEAHY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

Beginning on page 210, strike line 4 and all
that follows through line 20 on page 215 and
insert the following:
TITLE XIV—AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL

DEVELOPMENT
SEC. 1401. ELIMINATION OF DUPLICATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State
shall, in consultation with the Adminis-
trator of the Agency for International Devel-
opment, identify and eliminate all duplica-
tive, overlapping, or superfluous personnel,
functions, goals, activities, offices, and pro-
grams within and between the Department of
State and the Agency for International De-
velopment.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than March 31, 1996,
or 180 days after the date of enactment of
this Act, whichever is later, the Secretary of
State shall submit a report describing the
personnel, functions, goals, activities, of-
fices, and programs identified under sub-
section (a) to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations of the Senate and the Committee on
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives, together with proposed legisla-
tion if additional statutory authority is re-
quired to implement subsection (a). Each re-
port shall also include projected cost savings
and personnel reductions to be achieved
through implementation of subsection (a).
SEC. 1402. COORDINATION OF PROGRAMS.

(a) INTERNATIONAL COORDINATION AND
LEADERSHIP.—The United States shall seek
to coordinate its sustainable development
programs with other bilateral and multilat-
eral donors, as well as with the private sec-
tor, in order to maximize the effectiveness of
resources allocated to sustainable develop-
ment. The United States also should exercise
leadership in building the global commit-
ment and cooperation necessary for coun-
tries to make significant progress toward the
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goals adopted at international fora relating
to sustainable development.

(b) COORDINATION OF UNITED STATES PRO-
GRAMS AND POLICIES.—The President shall
establish a mechanism—

(1) to coordinate, and to eliminate duplica-
tion among, all United States policies, pro-
grams and activities designed to promote
sustainable development, including those
that are funded or carried out by the United
States Agency for International Develop-
ment, the Department of State, the Depart-
ment of the Treasury, the Department of Ag-
riculture, the African Development Founda-
tion, the Inter-American Foundation, the
Environmental Protection Agency, the
Peace Corps, and other involved departments
or agencies;

(2) to ensure that United States policies
and activities at the international financial
institutions and other international organi-
zations engaged in development activities
are consistent and complementary with sus-
tainable development; and

(3) to ensure that United States policies,
programs and activities designed to promote
growth through trade and investment, such
as the Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion, the Trade and Development Agency,
and the Export-Import Bank of the United
States, are consistent and complementary
with those purposes.

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months after
the date of enactment of this Act, and not
later than March 1 of each year thereafter,
the President shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees a report ex-
plaining the way in which the responsibil-
ities for programs are delineated and coordi-
nated among the various agencies and de-
partments described under subsection (b),
and the way in which duplication and waste
will be avoided.
SEC. 1403. REFORM AND STREAMLINING OF

GOALS AND PURPOSES.
(a) REPEALS.—The following provisions of

the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 are re-
pealed: Sections 102, 103, 103A, 104 (a)–(e) and
(g), 105, 106, 113, 117 (a) and (b), 118, 119, 120,
125, 128, 206, 219, 241, and 281.

(b) SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM.—
Section 101 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151) is amended to read as fol-
lows:
‘‘SEC. 101. SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT PRO-

GRAMS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The promotion of sus-

tainable development at home and abroad is
in the long-term interests of the United
States. Sustainable development means
broad-based economic growth that protects
the environment, enhances human capabili-
ties, upholds human rights and democratic
values, and improves the quality of life for
current generations while preserving that
opportunity for future generations.

‘‘(b) PURPOSE.—The ultimate purpose of
programs under this chapter is to enable the
poorest countries and people of the world to
provide for their own economic security
without further outside assistance. This pur-
pose is pursued internationally by support-
ing the self-help efforts of people in develop-
ing countries—

‘‘(1) to implement sound policies that in-
crease self-reliance, equity, and productive
capacity;

‘‘(2) to invest in developing their human
resources; and

‘‘(3) to build effective and accountable in-
digenous political, economic, and social in-
stitutions.

‘‘(c) PROGRAMS.—The President is author-
ized to provide assistance under this chapter
of the following five interrelated types:

‘‘(1) ENCOURAGING BROAD-BASED ECONOMIC
GROWTH.—

‘‘(A) RATIONALE.—Broad-based economic
growth means equitable and inclusive eco-
nomic expansion in developing countries.
Such growth is in the economic, political,
and strategic interests of the United States
because it permits countries to progress to-
ward economic self-reliance, improve the liv-
ing standards of their citizens, reduce the in-
cidence of poverty, promote food security
and nutritional well-being, slow population
growth, and increase opportunities for mutu-
ally beneficial international trade and in-
vestment. Broad-based economic growth also
improves the prospects for the spread of de-
mocracy and political pluralism.

‘‘(B) MEANS.—Broad-based economic
growth requires, in addition to sound eco-
nomic policies—

‘‘(i) a broader role for and access to mar-
kets for both women and men through im-
proved policies that protect and advance eco-
nomic rights for all citizens without regard
to gender, race, religion, language or social
status, that increase self-reliance in meeting
basic needs, and that raise real incomes for
poor people;

‘‘(ii) stronger and more accountable public
and private institutions at the local and na-
tional level, and sound public investments;

‘‘(iii) enhanced food security, including im-
proved access to safe food and adequate nu-
trition through sustainable improvements in
and expansion of local, small-scale, food-
based agriculture and post-harvest food pres-
ervation;

‘‘(iv) sound debt management, including
debt relief as appropriate;

‘‘(v) investments in people’s productive ca-
pabilities, including measures to upgrade
technical and managerial knowledge and
skills;

‘‘(vi) measures to ensure that the poor, es-
pecially women, have improved access to
productive resources (including credit for
microenterprise initiatives, technical train-
ing and market-related information, afford-
able and resource-conserving technologies,
and land) and that they participate fully in
the benefits of growth in employment and in-
come; and

‘‘(vii) sustainable improvements to agri-
culture, through support for agricultural re-
search, provision of appropriate technology,
outreach to farmers, and improvement of
marketing, storage and transportation sys-
tems.

‘‘(2) PROTECTING THE GLOBAL ENVIRON-
MENT.—

‘‘(A) RATIONALE.—The economic and social
well-being and the security of the United
States, indeed the health of United States
citizens and of the entire world community,
depend critically on the global environment
and natural resource base. Consumption pat-
terns, systems of industrial and agricultural
production, demographic trends, and the use
of natural resources directly affect the sus-
tainability of long-term development and
growth and the integrity of the ecosystem.
Development that does not take account of
its environmental consequences will not be
economically sustainable. Improved resource
management is a critical element of a bal-
anced pattern of development. Both devel-
oped and developing countries share respon-
sibility to present and future generations for
the rational and sustainable management of
natural resources and for environmental pro-
tection. The industrialization and consump-
tion patterns of developed countries often
impose heavy environmental costs world-
wide. Developing countries, which are the
stewards of most of the world’s biological di-
versity, not only suffer disproportionately
from the consequences of environmental deg-
radation, but also contribute to that deg-
radation as they struggle to meet the basic
needs of their people. Therefore, environ-

mental sustainability cannot be secured
without reducing poverty, nor can poverty
be eliminated without sustainable manage-
ment of the natural resource base.

‘‘(B) MEANS.—Protecting the global envi-
ronment requires addressing the root causes
of environmental harm, promoting environ-
mentally-sound patterns of growth and sup-
porting improved management of natural re-
sources. These activities shall include efforts
to address urgent global environmental prob-
lems, including the loss of biological diver-
sity and global climate change, as well as ef-
forts to address significant environmental
problems within countries and regions. Such
efforts shall seek to promote sound environ-
mental policies and practices and develop-
ment that is environmentally, socially and
culturally sound over the longer-term, in-
cluding programs for natural resources con-
servation, protection of threatened and en-
dangered species, preservation of ecosystems
and natural habitats, non-polluting methods
of agricultural and industrial production,
preparation of environmental impact assess-
ments, improved energy efficiency, better re-
source management and monitoring, and re-
duction and safe disposal of wastes.

‘‘(3) SUPPORTING DEMOCRATIC PARTICIPA-
TION.—

‘‘(A) RATIONALE.—It is in the national in-
terest of the United States and in keeping
with United States democratic traditions to
support democratic aspirations and values,
foster the spread of enduring democratic in-
stitutions, and encourage universal respect
for civil and human rights. The strengthen-
ing of civil society and non-governmental in-
stitutions, including business associations
and labor unions, that encourage broad par-
ticipation and protect human rights is an es-
sential element of the ability of nations to
sustain development efforts.

‘‘(B) MEANS.—Programs to support demo-
cratic participation must help to build and
strengthen organizations and institutions
that foster inclusion in economic and politi-
cal decision-making at the local and na-
tional levels. Such programs shall include
those that promote respect for human rights
and the rule of law; an expanding role for
nongovernmental and citizens’ organizations
and their capacity to effectively participate
in political and economic decision-making
and to implement development programs;
enhanced citizen access to public informa-
tion; the ability of all citizens to choose free-
ly their government and to hold that govern-
ment accountable for its actions; advance-
ment of legal, social, and economic equality
for women, workers, and minorities, includ-
ing the elimination of all forms of violence
against women and expanded opportunities
for persons with disabilities; and strength-
ened principles of tolerance among and with-
in religious and ethnic groups.

‘‘(4) STABILIZING WORLD POPULATION AND
PROMOTING REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH.—

‘‘(A) RATIONALE.—Many individuals still do
not have access to the means to determine
the number and spacing of their children.
Rapid population growth, among other fac-
tors, aggravates poor health, perpetuates
poverty, and inhibits saving and investment,
particularly investments in people in the
form of basic health and education services.
Continued rapid growth in world population
will undercut sustainable development ef-
forts. Unsustainable population growth is di-
rectly tied to degradation of the natural re-
source base and the environment and con-
tributes to economic stagnation and politi-
cal instability. The problems associated with
rapid population growth are interrelated
with economic and social inequities, particu-
larly the low status of women, and patterns
of resource consumption. Rapid population
growth impedes development and retards
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progress on global issues of direct concern to
the United States.

‘‘(B) MEANS.—The primary means to sta-
bilize population at levels that are consist-
ent with sustainable, broadly-based develop-
ment and with recognized standards of
human rights, are to provide women and men
with the means to freely and responsibly
choose the number and spacing of their chil-
dren, and to contribute to improved repro-
ductive health. This calls for a focus on en-
hanced access to and improved quality of
voluntary family planning services and re-
productive health care. Such efforts should
be complemented by programs carried out in
accordance with paragraphs (1) and (5) to im-
prove female education, raise the economic
and social status of women, and increase in-
fant and child survival rates.

‘‘(5) DEVELOPING HUMAN RESOURCES.—
‘‘(A) RATIONALE.—Reducing the worst

manifestations of poverty through the devel-
opment of human resource capacity is essen-
tial to long-term peace and international
stability. Individuals, communities, and na-
tions cannot be fully productive when im-
paired by disease, illiteracy, and hunger re-
sulting from the neglect of human resources.
While broad-based economic growth is nec-
essary for the reduction of the worst mani-
festations of poverty, such growth cannot be
sustained unless all people, and especially
women, have the basic assets and capabili-
ties that foster the opportunity for partici-
pation in the economic, social and political
life of their country.

‘‘(B) MEANS.—To reduce the worst mani-
festations of poverty, sustainable develop-
ment programs must develop human re-
sources by securing universal access to ade-
quate food, safe drinking water, basic sanita-
tion, and basic shelter; expanding education
to all segments of society, with emphasis on
basic education and particular attention to
equalizing male and female literacy and
schooling; providing equal access to credit;
improving the coverage, quality and sustain-
ability of basic health services; preventing
the spread of HIV/AIDS and other commu-
nicable diseases; reducing substantially
undernutrition and malnutrition through ex-
panded nutrition education and food safety
measures, promotion of breast-feeding and
sound weaning practices, and micronutrient
therapies targeted at vitamin and mineral
deficiencies; and investing in the well-being
of children through improved and expanded
immunization programs, oral rehydration to
combat diarrheal diseases, education pro-
grams aimed at improving child survival and
child welfare and promoting child spacing.

‘‘(d) CROSS-CUTTING PRINCIPLES.—Sustain-
able development programs authorized by
this chapter shall be carried out in accord-
ance with the following cross-cutting prin-
ciples:

‘‘(1) POPULAR PARTICIPATION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The success of sustain-

able development depends on the participa-
tion of targeted communities in the identi-
fication, design, implementation, and eval-
uation of projects, programs, and assistance
strategies and overall strategic objectives.
To be effective, such participation must in-
corporate the local-level perspectives of tra-
ditionally underserved populations and com-
munities, including women, persons with dis-
abilities, ethnic and religious minorities, in-
digenous peoples, and the rural and urban
poor.

‘‘(B) NONGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS.—
Incorporation of local perspectives requires
effective consultation and coordination with
nongovernmental organizations, including
private and voluntary organizations, co-
operatives and credit unions, labor unions,
private sector businesses and trade associa-
tions, women’s groups, educational institu-

tions, and indigenous local organizations
which represent and are knowledgeable
about local people. Effective consultation
and coordination requires the involvement of
such organizations in the formulation of de-
velopment strategies for specific countries
and sectors, the development of procedures
and regulations governing the implementa-
tion of programs, and the evaluation and
monitoring of programs.

‘‘(C) UTILIZATION OF UNITED STATES INSTITU-
TIONAL CAPABILITIES.—United States institu-
tions such as public and private institutions
of science, technology, business, and edu-
cation can provide a unique contribution to
sustainable development programs. Pro-
grams undertaken to achieve the sustainable
development purposes of this title bring
greater mutual benefit by recognizing and
taking advantage of: United States capabili-
ties in science and technology; access to edu-
cation and training in United States col-
leges, universities, and technical training fa-
cilities; private sector entrepreneurial skills;
and United States public sector expertise.
This may be encouraged through long-term
collaboration between public and private in-
stitutions of science, technology, business,
and education in the United States and de-
veloping countries and emerging democ-
racies.

‘‘(2) ROLE OF WOMEN.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Women play central and

productive roles throughout the world in the
well-being of nations, communities and fami-
lies. Recognizing women’s contributions and
incorporating their perspectives, knowledge
and experience is critical in developing glob-
al strategies for promoting peace, prosperity
and democracy.

‘‘(B) EMPOWERMENT OF WOMEN.—To be sus-
tainable, development must foster the eco-
nomic, political and social empowerment of
women. Expanding opportunities for women
is essential to reducing poverty, improving
health, slowing population growth and envi-
ronmental degradation, and achieving sus-
tainable development. For this to occur,
women must have full and equitable access
to productive resources: credit, land, tech-
nology, agricultural extension and market-
ing services, training and other forms of as-
sistance. Increased female education further
empowers women by allowing their effective
participation in the development process.
Therefore, United States sustainable devel-
opment policies and programs must be de-
signed and implemented to fully integrate
women as agents and beneficiaries.

‘‘(3) MANAGING FOR RESULTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Assistance cannot sub-

stitute for a developing country’s own efforts
to improve the lives of its people, nor can
the United States afford to provide assist-
ance which does not yield enduring results in
terms of improving the lives of the poor, en-
couraging a stable and prosperous global
order, and contributing to the interests of
the people of the United States.

‘‘(B) COUNTRY REQUIREMENTS.—Targeting
assistance toward countries that have dem-
onstrated a need for such programs, that will
make effective use of such programs, and
that have a commitment to achieving the
sustainable development purposes described
in this title ensures the most effective use of
scarce foreign aid resources. Indicators of
such countries include the extent to which:
there is a high incidence of hunger and pov-
erty, there is an enabling environment in
which government economic policies are
conducive to accomplishing those sustain-
able development purposes, government deci-
sionmaking is transparent, government in-
stitutions are accountable to the public, an
independent and honest judiciary is main-
tained, local government bodies are demo-
cratically elected, and political parties, non-

governmental organizations and the media
operate without undue constraints.

‘‘(C) MEASURING RESULTS.—Assistance
under this part requires the commitment
and progress of countries in moving toward
the purpose of sustainable development de-
scribed in subsection (b), while recognizing
the long-term nature of development proc-
esses and the difficulty of selecting reliable
and meaningful indicators of success.
Through the establishment of open and
transparent systems to monitor the results
of assistance programs the United States
will assess the effectiveness of its programs
and shift scarce resources from unproductive
programs, sectors or countries to those
which have demonstrated the commitment
and ability to use them effectively.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The repeals made by
subsection (a) and the amendment made by
subsection (b) shall take effect on October 1,
1995.

On page 222, strike lines 3 through 7.
On page 222, strike lines 17 through 23.
On page 224, strike lines 6 through 12.
Beginning on page 232, strike line 16 and

all that follows through line 21 on page 236.
Beginning on page 264, line 26, strike ‘‘, the

United’’ and all that follows through the pe-
riod on line 2 of page 265 and insert ‘‘and the
United States Information Agency.’’.

On page 266, strike lines 1 through 3.
On page 266, strike lines 17 through 20.
On page 267, strike lines 4 through 7.
On page 26, line 9, insert ‘‘and’’ after

‘‘Service;’’.
On page 26, line 12, strike ‘‘; and’’ and in-

sert a period.
On page 26, strike lines 13 through 15.
On page 26, line 21, insert ‘‘and’’ after

‘‘Service;’’.
On page 26, line 24, strike ‘‘; and’’ and in-

sert a period.
On page 27, strike lines 1 through 3.
On page 105, strike lines 17 through 25.
On page 126, beginning on line 22, strike

‘‘the United’’ and all that follows through
‘‘Development’’ on line 24 and insert ‘‘and
the United States Information Agency’’.

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1989

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 29, insert the follow-
ing:

SEC. . Report on enforcement of United
Nations Sanctions against the Federal Re-
public of Yugoslavia (consisting of Serbia
and Montenegro).

By December 31, 1995 the Secretary of
State, in cooperation with the Secretary of
Treasury, shall report to the Committee on
Foreign Relations in the Senate and Speaker
of the House of Representatives on whether
the Governments of Europeans countries re-
ceiving assistance pursuant to Title V of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 or the Arms
Export Control Act are taking all necessary
steps to implement effectively United Na-
tions sanctions against the Federal Republic
of Yugoslavia (consisting of Serbia and
Montenegro).

FEINGOLD AMENDMENT NO. 1990

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. FEINGOLD submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert:
SEC. 1. FINDINGS.

The Congress makes the following findings:
(1) The People’s Republic of China com-

promises one-fifth of the world’s population,
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or 1,200,000,000 people, and its policies have a
profound effect on the world economy and
global security.

(2) The People’s Republic of China, is a per-
manent member of the United Nations Secu-
rity Council and plays an important role in
regional organizations such as the Asia-Pa-
cific Economic Cooperation Forum and the
ASEAN Regional Forum.

(3) The People’s Republic of China is a nu-
clear power with the largest standing army
in the world, and has been rapidly moderniz-
ing and expanding its military capabilities.

(4) The People’s Republic of China is cur-
rently undergoing a change of leadership
which will have dramatic implications for
the political and economic future of the Chi-
nese people and for China’s relations with
the United States.

(5) China’s estimated $600,000,000,000 econ-
omy has enjoyed unparalleled growth in re-
cent years.

(6) Despite increased economic linkages be-
tween the United States and China, bilateral
relations have deteriorated significantly be-
cause of fundamental policy differences over
a variety of important issues.

(7) The People’s Republic of China has vio-
lated international standards regarding the
nonproliferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

(8) The Government of the People’s Repub-
lic of China, a member of the United Nations
Security Council, is obligated to respect and
uphold the United Nations Charter and Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights.

(9) According to the State Department
Country Report on Human Rights Practices
for 1994, there continue to be ‘‘widespread
and well-documented human rights abuses in
China, in violation of the internationally ac-
cepted norms . . . (including) arbitrary and
lengthy incommunicado detention, torture,
and mistreatment of prisoners . . . The re-
gime continued severe restrictions on free-
dom of speech, press, assembly and associa-
tion, and tightened control on the exercise of
these rights during 1994. Serious human
rights abuses persisted in Tibet and other
areas populated by ethnic minorities.’’

(10) The Government of the People’s Re-
public of China continues to detain political
prisoners and continues to violate inter-
nationally recognized standards of human
rights by arbitrary arrests and detention of
persons for the nonviolent expression of
their political and religious beliefs.

(11) The Government of the People’s Re-
public of China does not ensure the humane
treatment of prisoners and does not allow
humanitarian and human rights organiza-
tions access to prisons.

(12) The Government of the People’s Re-
public of China continues to harass and re-
strict the activities of accredited journalists
and to restrict

(13) In the weeks leading to the 6th anni-
versary of the June 1989 massacre, a series of
petitions were sent to the Chinese Govern-
ment calling for greater tolerance, democ-
racy, rule of law, and an accounting for the
1989 victims and the Chinese Government re-
sponded by detaining dozens of prominent in-
tellectuals and activists.

(14) The unjustified and arbitrary arrest,
imprisonment, and initiation of criminal
proceedings against Harry Wu, a citizen of
the United States, has greatly exacerbated
the deterioration in relations between the
United States and the People’s Republic of
China, and all charges against him should be
dismissed.

(15) China has failed to release political
prisoners with serious medical problems,
such as Bao Tong, and on June 25, 1995, re-
voked ‘‘medical parole’’ for Chen-Ziming
reimprisoning him at Beijing No. 2 Prison
and Chinese authorities continue to hold Wei

Jingsheng incommunicado at an unknown
location since his arrest on April 1, 1994.

(16) The Government of the People’s Re-
public of China continues to engage in dis-
criminatory and unfair trade practices, in-
cluding the exportation of products produced
by prison labor, the use of import quotas and
other quantitative restrictions on selected
products, the unilateral increasing of tariff
rates and the imposition of taxes as sur-
charges on tariffs, the barring of the impor-
tation of certain items, the use of licensing
and testing requirements to limit imports,
and the transshipment of textiles and other
items through the falsification of country of
origin documentation.

(17) The Government of the People’s Re-
public of China continues to employ the pol-
icy and practice of controlling all trade
unions and continues to suppress and harass
members of the independent labor union
movement.

(18) The United States-Hong Kong Policy
Act of 1992 states that Congress wishes to see
the provisions of the joint declaration imple-
mented, and declares that ‘‘the rights of the
people of Hong Kong are of great importance
to the U.S. Human Rights also serve as a
basis for Hong Kong’s continued prosper-
ity,’’. This together with the rule of law and
a free press are essential for a successful tra-
dition in 1997.

(19) The United States currently has nu-
merous sanctions on the People’s Republic of
China with respect to government-to-govern-
ment assistance, arms sales and other com-
mercial transactions.

(20) It is in the interest of the United
States to foster China’s continued engage-
ment in the broadest range of international
fora and increased respect for human rights,
democratic institutions, and the rule of law
in China.
SEC. 3. UNITED STATES DIPLOMATIC INITIA-

TIVES.
(a) UNITED STATES OBJECTIVES.—The Con-

gress calls upon the President to undertake
intensified diplomatic initiatives to persuade
the Government of the People’s Republic of
China to—

(1) immediately and unconditionally re-
lease Harry Wu from detention;

(2) adhere to prevailing international
standards regarding the nonproliferation of
weapons of mass destruction by, among
other things, immediately halting the export
of ballistic missile technology and the provi-
sion of other weapons of mass destructions
assistance, in violation of international
standards, to Iran, Pakistan, and other coun-
tries of concern;

(3) respect the internationally-recognized
human rights of its citizens by, among other
things—

(A) permitting freedom of speech, freedom
of press, freedom of association, and freedom
of religion;

(B) ending arbitrary detention, torture,
forced labor, and other mistreatment of pris-
oners;

(C) releasing all political prisoners, and
dismantling the Chinese system of jailing
political prisoners (the gulag) and the Chi-
nese forced labor system (the Laogai);

(D) ending coercive birth control practices;
and

(E) respecting the legitimate rights of the
people of Tibet, ethnic minorities, and end-
ing the crackdown on religious practices;

(4) curtail excessive modernization and ex-
pansion of China’s military capabilities, and
adopt defense transparency measures that
will reassure China’s neighbors;

(5) end provocative military actions in the
South China Sea and elsewhere that threat-
en China’s neighbors, and work with them to
resolve disputes in a peaceful manner;

(6) adhere to a rules-based international
trade regime in which existing trade agree-

ments are fully implemented and enforced,
and equivalent and market access is provided
for United States goods and services in
China;

(7) comply with the prohibition on all
forced labor exports to the United States;
and

(8) reduce tensions with Taiwan by means
of dialogue and other confidence building
measures.

(b) VENUES FOR DIPLOMATIC INITIATIVES.—
The diplomatic initiatives taken in accord-
ance with subsection (a) should include ac-
tions by the United States—

(1) in the conduct of bilateral relations
with China;

(2) in the United Nations and other inter-
national organizations;

(3) in the World Bank and other inter-
national trade fora; and

(4) in the conduct of bilateral relations
with other countries in order to encourage
them to support and join with the United
States in taking the foregoing actions.
SEC. 4. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.

The President shall report to Congress
within 30 days after the date of enactment of
the Act, and no less frequently than every 6
months thereafter, on—

(1) the actions taken by the United States
in accordance with section 3 during the pre-
ceding 6-month period;

(2) the actions taken with respect to China
during the preceding 6-month period by—

(A) the United Nations and other inter-
national organizations;

(B) the World Bank and other inter-
national financial institutions; and

(C) the World Trade Organization and
other international trade fora; and

(3) the progress achieved with respect to
each of the United States objectives identi-
fied in section 3(a). Such reports may be sub-
mitted in classified and unclassified form.
SES. 5. COMMENDATION OF DEMOCRACY MOVE-

MENT.
The Congress commends the brave men and

women who have expressed their concerns to
the Government of the People’s Republic of
China in the form of petitions and commends
the democracy movement as a whole for its
commitment to the promotion of political,
economic, and religious freedom.
SEC. 6. RADIO FREE ASIA.

(a) PLAN FOR RADIO FREE ASIA.—Section
309(c) of the United States International
Broadcasting Act of 1994 (22 U.S.C. 6208(c)) is
amended to read as follows:

(2) The plan required by paragraph (1) shall
be submitted not later than 60 days after the
date on which all members of the Board are
confirmed.

(b) INITIATION OF BROADCASTING TO CHINA.—
Not later than 90 days submission of the plan
required in Section 309(c) of the United
States International Broadcasting Act of
1994 (22 U.S.C. 6208(c)) U.S. Government
broadcasting to China shall be increased
above current levels of programming.

FEINGOLD AMENDMENT NO. 1991

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. FEINGOLD submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

Amend Title VI to insert the following new
section:
SEC. 618. CONDITIONS ON SALE OF F–16 TO INDO-

NESIA.
The sale of F–16 aircraft to the Govern-

ment of Indonesia is prohibited unless:
(a) Congress authorizes the sale by joint

resolution of approval;
(b) the Secretary of State certifies to the

appropriate Congressional committee that
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the aircraft will not be used against civilians
in East Timor; and

(c) the Secretary of State has submitted a
plan to the appropriate Congressional com-
mittees on how the U.S. Government will ad-
vocate for significant withdrawals of Indo-
nesian military troops from East Timor.

FEINGOLD (AND HELMS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1992

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself and Mr.

HELMS) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following: ‘‘Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, non-discriminatory treat-
ment (most-favored-nation treatment) to the
products of the People’s Republic of China is
revoked.’’

GLENN AMENDMENTS NOS. 1993–
1994

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. GLENN submitted two amend-

ments intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 1993
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following new section:
SEC. . REPEAL OF TERMINATION OF PROVI-

SIONS OF THE NUCLEAR PRO-
LIFERATION PREVENTION ACT OF
1994.

Part D of the Nuclear Proliferation Pre-
vention Act of 1994 (title VIII of the Foreign
Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years
1994 and 1995; Public Law 103–236; 108 Stat.
507) is repealed.

AMENDMENT NO. 1994
On page 12, between lines 4 and 5, insert

the following new subsection:
(d) REIMBURSEMENT OF COLUMBUS, OHIO,

FOR EXTRAORDINARY SECURITY EXPENSES.—Of
the amounts authorized to be appropriated
for ‘‘Protection of Foreign Missions and Offi-
cials’’ in subsection (a)(9), $1,500,000 is au-
thorized to be available to reimburse the
City of Columbus, Ohio, for the costs associ-
ated with the provision by the city of ex-
traordinary security services in connection
with the World Summit on Trade Efficiency,
held in Columbus in October 1994, in accord-
ance with section 208 of title 3, United States
Code. For purposes of making reimburse-
ments under this section, the limitations of
section 202(10) of title 3, United States Code,
shall not apply.

PRESSLER AMENDMENTS NOS.
1995–1999

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. PRESSLER submitted five

amendments intended to be proposed
by him to the bill, S. 908, supra; as fol-
lows:

AMENDMENT NO. 1995
At the appropriate place in the bill,

insert the following:
SEC. . CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENT FOR

TRANSFER OF MILITARY EQUIP-
MENT.

(a) GOVERNMENT-TO-GOVERNMENT SALES.—
Section 36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act
(22 U.S.C. 2776(b)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting after the
second sentence the following: ‘‘Such num-
bered certifications shall also contain the
determination specified in paragraph (6).’’;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(6) The determination referred to in the

third sentence of paragraph (1) is a deter-
mination by the President that the govern-
ment of the proposed recipient country, in
the five years immediately prior to the date
of certification, has not—

‘‘(A) engaged in cooperation with any
country listed under section 620(f) of the For-
eign Assistant Act of 1961, or listed under
section 6(j)(1)(A) of the Export Administra-
tion Act of 1979, for the purpose of develop-
ing any nuclear, biological, chemical weapon
or any means of delivery for such a device; or

‘‘(B) engaged in joint military exercises
with any country listed under section
6(j)(1)(A) of the Export Administration Act
of 1979.’’.

(b) COMMERCIAL SALES.—Section 36(c) of
the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C.
2776(c)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting after the
first sentence the following: ‘‘Such numbered
certifications shall also contain the deter-
mination specified in paragraph (6).’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(4) The determination referred to in the

third sentence of paragraph (1) is a deter-
mination by the President that the govern-
ment of the proposed recipient country, in
the five years immediately prior to the date
of certification, has not—

‘‘(A) engaged in cooperation with any
country listed under section 620(f) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, or listed under
section 6(j)(1)(A) of the Export Administra-
tion Act of 1979, for the purpose of develop-
ing any nuclear, biological, chemical weapon
or any means of delivery for such a device; or

‘‘(B) engaged in joint military exercises
with any country listed under section
6(j)(1)(A) of the Export Administration Act
of 1979.’’.

(c) MILITARY EQUIPMENT PREVIOUSLY NOT
DELIVERED.—Military equipment purchased
by a foreign country before October 1, 1990,
but not delivered by the United States Gov-
ernment by virtue of the operation of section
620E(e) of the Foreign Assistant Act of 1961,
may not be transferred to that country until
the President determines and certifies to the
Congress that the government of the country
has met the requirements of paragraphs (1)
and (2) of section 36(e) of the Arms Export
Control Act, as added by this section.

AMENDMENT NO. 1996
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following:
SEC. . PEACE AND STABILITY IN THE SOUTH

CHINA SEA.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-

lowing:
(1) The South China Sea is a critically im-

portant waterway through which 25 percent
of the world’s ocean freight and 70 percent of
Japan’s energy supplies transit.

(2) The South China Sea serves as a crucial
sea lane for United States Navy ships mov-
ing between the Pacific and Indian Oceans,
particularly in time of emergency.

(3) There are a number of competing
claims to territory in the South China Sea.

(4) The 1992 Manila Declaration adhered to
by the Association of South East Asian Na-
tions, the Socialist Republic of Vietnam, and
the People’s Republic of China calls for all
claimants to territory in the South China
Sea to resolve questions of boundaries
through peaceful negotiations.

(5) The legislature of the People’s Republic
of China has declared the entire South China
Sea to be Chinese territorial waters.

(6) The armed forces of the People’s Repub-
lic of China have asserted China’s claim to
the South China Sea through the kidnapping
of citizens of the Republic of the Philippines

and the construction of military bases on
territory claimed by the Philippines.

(7) These acts of aggression committed by
the armed forces of the People’s Republic of
China against citizens of the Philippines are
contrary to both international law and to
peace and stability in East Asia.

(b) POLICY DECLARATIONS.—the Congress—
(1) declares the right of free passage

through the South China Sea to be vital to
the national security interests of the United
States, its friends and allies;

(2) declares that any attempt by a
nondemocratic power to assert, through the
use of force or intimidation, its claims to
territory in the South China Sea to be a
matter of grave concern to the United
States;

(3) calls upon the Government of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China to adhere faithfully
to its commitment under the Manila dec-
laration of 1992; and

(4) calls upon the President to review the
defense needs of democratic countries with
claims to territory in the South China Sea.

AMENDMENT NO. 1997
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following:
SEC. . MARTIN C. M. LEE, Q.C. OF HONG KONG.

(a) Findings.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) Mr. Martin C.M. Lee, Q.C. is a distin-
guished barrister and a former chairman of
the Hong Kong Bar Association.

(c) In 1985 Mr. Lee became the Hong Kong
legal community’s first representative to the
Hong Kong Legislative council.

(3) Mr. Lee is the Chairman of the Demo-
cratic Party of Hong Kong.

(4) In Hong Kong’s first-ever democratic
elections in 1991, Mr. Lee won the most votes
of any candidate.

(5) In recognition of his ‘‘extraordinary
contributions to the causes of human rights,
the rule of law and promotion of access to
justice’’, the American Bar Association has
announced that it has chosen Mr. Martin
C.M. Lee, Q.C., as the recipient of its 1995
International Human Rights Award.

(b) Commendations.—the Congress—
(1) commends the American Bar Associa-

tion for its recognition of Mr. Martin C. M.
Lee, Q.C. of Hong Kong and its decision to
present him with the 1995 ABA International
Human Rights Award, and

(2) commends Mr. Martin C.M. Lee, Q.C. of
Hong Kong for his tireless devotion to the
people of Hong Kong and the cause of human
rights for all peoples.

AMENDMENT NO. 1998
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following:
SEC. . HUMAN RIGHTS IN BURMA.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) The United States Department of State
has declared that, ‘‘Burma is ruled by a high-
ly authoritarian, military regime that has
been condemned for its serious human rights
abuses.’’

(2) Among the human rights abuses the
Burmese military regime, known as the
State Law and Order Restoration Council or
SLORC has committed are summary execu-
tions, rape, torture, forced labor, politically
motivated arrests and detention, and sup-
pression of minority groups.

(3) In democratic elections held on May 27,
1990 the Burmese people voted by an over-
whelming majority for the representatives of
the National League for Democracy led by
Aung San Suu Kyi.

(4) The Burmese military regime vitiated
the election, placed Mrs. Suu Kyi under
house arrest and jailed thousands of her sup-
porters.
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(5) In 1991 Mrs. Suu Kyi was awarded the

Nobel Peace Prize.
(6) In the face of a clear determination by

the United States Congress to punish the
SLORC severely, the Burmese military re-
gime gave Mrs. Suu Kyi her unconditional
release on July 10, 1995.

(7) However, the SLORC has still not re-
leased thousands of other Burmese support-
ers of the democracy movement and has not
started a dialogue with Mrs. Suu Kyi to re-
store democratic rule to Burma.

(b) POLICY DECLARATIONS.—The Congress—
(1) declares the restoration of democracy

in Burma to be a major foreign policy goal of
the United States, and

(2) declares that a failure by the Burmese
State Law and Order Council to release all
political prisoners and open a dialogue with
Aung San Suu Kyi and other Burmese demo-
cratic leaders will lead to appropriate sanc-
tions by the United States Congress.

AMENDMENT NO. 1999
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following
Findings: The United States Department of

State believes Iran was the greatest sup-
porter of state terrorism in 1992, supporting
more than 20 terrorist acts, including the
bombing of the Israeli Embassy in Buenos
Aires that killed 29 people;

The Secretary of State has determined,
under the terms of section 6(j)(1)(A) of the
Export Administration Act of 1979, that Iran
has repeatedly provided support for acts of
international terrorism;

Credible information exists indicating that
defense industrial trading companies of the
People’s Republic of China have transferred
ballistic missile technology to Iran;

Section 73(f) of the Arms Export Control
Act states that when determining whether a
foreign person may be subject to United
States sanctions for transferring technology
listed on the Missile Technology Control Re-
gime Annex, it should be a rebuttable pre-
sumption that such technology is designed
for use in a missile listed on the MTCR
Annex, if the President determines that the
final destination of the item is a country the
government of which the Secretary of State
has determined, for purposes of section
6(j)(1)(A) of the Export Administration Act
of 1979, has repeatedly provided support for
acts of international terrorism;

In 1994 Congress explicitly created section
73(f) of the Arms Export Control Act in order
to target the transfer of ballistic missile
technology to terrorist nations;

A ballistic missile race exists on the Indian
subcontinent which is a threat to regional
peace and stability; and

Credible information exists indicating that
defense industrial trading companies of the
People’s Republic of China have transferred
ballistic missile technology to Pakistan:
Now, therefore, it is the sense of the Senate
that—

(1) it is in the direct national security in-
terest of the United States to prevent the
spread of ballistic missiles and related tech-
nology to Iran and the Indian subcontinent;
and

(2) the President should exercise all legal
authority available to him to prevent the
spread of ballistic missiles and related tech-
nology to Iran and the Indian subcontinent.

HATCH (AND ABRAHAM)
AMENDMENT NO. 2000

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HATCH (for himself and Mr.

ABRAHAM) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, add the follow-
ing:
SEC. 618. TERMINATION OF THE UNITED STATES

ARMS EMBARGO APPLICABLE TO
THE GOVERNMENT OF THE REPUB-
LIC OF CROATIA.

(a) TERMINATION.—Subject to subsection
(b), the President shall terminate the United
States arms embargo of the Government of
the Republic of Croatia at such time the the
United States terminates the United States
arms embargo of the Government of Bosnia
and Herzegovina.

(b) RESUMPTION.—The President may re-
sume the United States arms embargo of the
Government of the Republic of Croatia
upon—

(1) determining the Government of the Re-
public of Croatia is actively interfering with
the transhipment of arms deliveries to the
Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina, and

(2) reporting in writing to the President
pro tempore of the Senate and the Speaker
of the House of Representatives that he has
determined the Government of the Republic
of Croatia is actively interfering with the
transhipment of arms deliveries to the Gov-
ernment of Bosnia and Herzegovina, the
basis for his determination, and the meas-
ures the United States has taken to mini-
mize such interference.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section,
the terms ‘‘United States arms embargo of
the Government of the Republic of Croatia,’’
and ‘‘United States arms embargo of the
Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina’’
mean the application to the Government of
the Republic of Croatia and the Government
of Bosnia and Herzegovina, respectively, of
the policy adopted July 10, 1991, and pub-
lished in the Federal Register of July 19, 1991
(58 FR 33322) under the heading ‘‘Suspension
of Munitions Export Licenses to Yugo-
slavia.’’.

HATCH (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2001

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. MOY-

NIHAN, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. PELL, and
Mr. HARKIN) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by them to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 84, strike lines 23 and 24.

HELMS AMENDMENTS NOS. 2002–
2013

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HELMS submitted 12 amend-

ments intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2002
Beginning on page 11, strike line 14 and all

that follows through line 4 on page 12.
On page 13, strike lines 6 through 12 and in-

sert the following:
SEC. 121. LEASE-PURCHASE OF OVERSEAS PROP-

ERTY.
(a) AUTHORITY FOR LEASE-PURCHASE.—Sub-

ject to subsections (b) and (c), the Secretary
is authorized to acquire by lease-purchase
such properties as are described in sub-
section (b), if—

(1) the Secretary of State, and
(2) The Director of the Office of Manage-

ment Budget.
certify and notify the appropriate commit-
tees of Congress that the lease-purchase ar-
rangement will result in a net cost savings
to the Federal government when compared
to a lease, a direct purchase, or direct con-
struction of comparable property.

(b) LOCATIONS AND LIMITATIONS.—The au-
thority granted in subsection (a) may be ex-
ercised only—

(1) to acquire appropriate housing for De-
partment of State personnel stationed
abroad and for the acquisition of other facili-
ties, in locations in which the United States
has a diplomatic mission; and

(2) during fiscal years 1996 through 1999.
(c) AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDING.—Funds for

lease-purchase arrangements made pursuant
to subsection (a) shall be available from
amounts appropriated under the authority of
section 111(a)(3) (relating to the Acquisition
and Maintenance of Buildings Abroad’’ ac-
count).

AMENDMENT NO. 2003
Beginning on page 18, strike line 1 and all

that follows through line 2 on page 21, insert
the following:
‘‘SEC. . DIPLOMATIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS

SERVICE PROGRAM OFFICE.
‘‘(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the

following findings:
‘‘(1) The Diplomatic Telecommunications

Service Program Office (hereafter in this
section referred to as ‘‘DTS–PO’’) has made
significant enhancements to upgrade the
worldwide DTS network with high speed,
high capacity circuitry as well as improve-
ments at United States embassies and con-
sulates to enhance utilization of the net-
work.

‘‘(2) Notwithstanding the improvements
that the DTS–PO has made to the DTS net-
work, the current management structure
needs to be strengthened to provide a clearly
delineated, accountable management author-
ity for the DTS–PO and the DTS network.

‘‘(b) REPORT REQUIRED.—No later than
three months after the date of enactment of
this Act, the two agencies providing the
greatest funding to DTS–PO shall submit to
the appropriate committees of Congress—

‘‘(1) a DTS–PO management plan—
‘‘(A) setting forth the organization, mis-

sion and functions of each major element of
the DTS–PO; and

‘‘(B) designating an entity at each overseas
post, or providing a mechanism for the des-
ignation of such an entity, which will be re-
sponsible for the day-to-day administration
of the DTS–PO operations; and

‘‘(2) a DTS–PO strategic plan containing—
‘‘(A) future customer requirements, vali-

dated by the DTS customer organizations;
‘‘(B) a system configuration for the DTS

network which will meet the future tele-
communications needs of the DTS customer
agencies;

‘‘(C) a funding profile to achieve the sys-
tem configuration for the DTS network;

‘‘(D) a transition strategy to move to the
system configuration for the DTS network;

‘‘(E) a reimbursement plan to cover the di-
rect and indirect costs of operating the DTS
network; and

‘‘(F) an allocation of funds to cover the
costs projected to be incurred by each of the
agencies or other entities utilizing DTS to
maintain DTS, to upgrade DTS, and to pro-
vide for future demands for DTS.

‘‘(c) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term ‘‘appropriate committees of Con-
gress’’ means the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, and the Committee on Appropriations
of the Senate and the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence, the Committee
on International Relations, and the Commit-
tee on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives.’’

Beginning on page 47, strike line 18 and all
that follows through page 49, line 15, and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following:

‘‘(ii) As used in this subparagraph:
‘‘(I) CONFISCATED.—The term ‘‘confiscated’’

refers to—
‘‘(aa) the nationalization, expropriation, or

other seizure of ownership or control of prop-
erty, on or after January 1, 1956—
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‘‘(AA) without the property having been

returned or adequate and effective com-
pensation provided or in violation of the law
of the place where the property was situated
when the confiscation occurred; or

AMENDMENT NO. 2004
Beginning on page 47, strike line 18 and all

that follows through page 49, line 15, and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following:

‘‘(ii) As used in this subparagraph:
‘‘(I) CONFISCATED.—The term ‘‘confiscated’’

refers to—
‘‘(aa) the nationalization, expropriation, or

other seizure of ownership or control of prop-
erty, on or after January 1, 1956—

‘‘(AA) without the property having been
returned or adequate and effective com-
pensation provided or in violation of the law
of the place where the property was situated
when the confiscation occurred; or

‘‘(BB) without the claim to the property
having been settled pursuant to an inter-
national claims settlement agreement or
other recognized procedure; or

‘‘(bb) the repudiation of, the default on, or
the failure to pay, on or after January 1,
1956—

‘‘(AA) a debt by any enterprise which has
been confiscated;

‘‘(BB) a debt which is a charge on property
confiscated; or

‘‘(CC) a debt incurred in satisfaction or set-
tlement of a confiscated property claim.

‘‘(II) PROPERTY.—The term ‘‘property’’
means any property, whether real, personal,
or mixed, and any present, future, or contin-
gent right or security of other interest
therein, including any leasehold interest.

‘‘(III) TRAFFIC.—The term ‘‘traffic’’ means
that a person knowingly and intentionally—

‘‘(aa) sells, transfers, distributes, dis-
penses, brokers, manages, or otherwise dis-
poses of confiscated property, or purchases,
leases, receives, possesses, obtains control of,
manages, uses, or otherwise acquires an in-
terest in confiscated property;

‘‘(bb) engages in a commercial activity
using or otherwise benefitting from a con-
fiscated property; or

‘‘(cc) causes, directs, participates in, or
profits from, activities of another person de-
scribed in subclause (aa) or (bb), or otherwise
engages in the activities described in
subclause (aa) or (bb).
without the authorization of the national of
the United States who holds a claim to the
property.

AMENDMENT NO. 2005
On page 50, between lines 14 and 15, insert

the following new subsection:
‘‘(c) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—(1) The

United States Embassy in each country shall
provide to the Secretary of State a report
listing those foreign nationals who have con-
fiscated, converted, or trafficked in property
the claim to which is held by a United States
national and in which the confiscation claim
has not been fully resolved.

‘‘(2) Beginning six months after the date of
enactment of this Act, and every year there-
after, the Secretary of State shall submit to
the appropriate congressional committees a
list of those foreign nationals who—

‘‘(A) have confiscated, converted, or traf-
ficked in property the claim to which is held
by a United States national and in which the
confiscation claim has not been fully re-
solved; and

‘‘(B) have been excluded from entry into
the United States.’’

On page 58, line 10, insert ‘‘and’’ after ‘‘op-
erations;’’.

On page 58, strike lines 13 through 15.
On page 58, line 8, insert ‘‘relevant’’ after

‘‘all;’’.

On page 59, line 9, strike ‘‘was provided,
and’’.

On page 59, beginning on line 19, strike
‘‘for’’ and all that follows through ‘‘there-
after,’’ on line 20 and insert ‘‘under this Act
for each of the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998,
and 1999’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2006
On page 104, between lines 16 and 17, insert

the following new sections:
SEC. 420. MANSFIELD FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM

REQUIREMENTS.
Section 253(4)(B) of the Foreign Relations

Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995
(22 U.S.C. 6102(4)(B)) is amended by striking
‘‘certain’’ and inserting the following: ‘‘,
under criteria established by the Mansfield
Center for Pacific Affairs, certain allowances
and benefits not to exceed the amount of
equivalent’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2007
SEC. 421. DISTRIBUTION WITHIN THE UNITED

STATES OF THE UNITED STATES IN-
FORMATION AGENCY FILM ENTI-
TLED ‘‘THE FRAGILE RING OF LIFE’’.

Notwithstanding section 208 of the Foreign
Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years
1986 and 1987 (22 U.S.C. 1461–1(a)) and the sec-
ond sentence of section 501 of the United
States Information and Education Act of
1948 (22 U.S.C. 1461), the Director of the Unit-
ed States Information Agency may make
available for distribution within the United
States the documentary entitled ‘‘The Frag-
ile Ring of Life’’, a film about coral reefs
around the world.

AMENDMENT NO. 2008
On page 107, strike lines 3 through 6.
On page 107, line 7, strike ‘‘(4)’’ and insert

‘‘(3)’’
On page 107, line 11, strike ‘‘(5)’’ and insert

‘‘(4)’’.
On page 107, line 15, strike ‘‘(6)’’ and insert

‘‘(5)’’.
On page 107, line 20, strike ‘‘(7)’’ and insert

‘‘(6)’’.
On page 107, line 22, strike ‘‘(8)’’ and insert

‘‘(7)’’.
On page 112, strike lines 19 through 22.
On page 112, line 23, strike ‘‘(7)’’ and insert

‘‘(6)’’.
On page 118, strike line 1 and all that fol-

lows through line 11 on page 121.
AMENDMENT NO. 2009

At the appropriate place, insert:
‘‘SEC. 619. DEFENSE DRAWDOWN FOR JORDAN.

‘‘(a) AUTHORITY.—(1) In addition to the au-
thority provided in section 506(a) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2318(a)),
the President may, for purposes of part II of
that Act, direct the drawdown for Jordan
during fiscal year 1996 of—

‘‘(A) defense articles from the stocks of the
Department of Defense;

‘‘(B) defense services from the Department;
and

‘‘(C) military education and training.
‘‘(2) The aggregate value of the articles,

services, and education and training drawn
down under paragraph (1) during fiscal year
1996 may not exceed $100,000,000.

‘‘(b) NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.—The
President may not exercise the authority in
subsection (a) to drawdown articles, services,
or education and training unless the Presi-
dent notifies Congress of each such intended
exercise in accordance with the procedures
for notification of the exercise of special au-
thority set forth in section 652 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2411).

‘‘(c) FUNDING LIMITATIONS.—(1)(A) No funds
made available for the Department of De-
fense may be utilized for the purposes of the
drawdown of articles, services, and education
and training authorized under this section.

‘‘(B) For purposes of this paragraph, funds
available to the Department of Defense are

any funds derived from or available under
budget function 050.

‘‘(2) Funds may not be utilized for the pur-
poses of a drawdown under this section un-
less funds for such drawdown are specifically
made available in an appropriations Act.

AMENDMENT NO. 2010
On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-

ing:
SEC. 618. MIDDLE EAST PEACE FACILITATION

ACT OF 1995.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be

cited as the ‘‘Middle East Peace Facilitation
Act of 1995’’.

(b) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) the Palestine Liberation Organization

(in this section referred to as the ‘‘PLO’’) has
recognized the State of Israel’s right to exist
in peace and security; accepted United Na-
tions Security Council Resolutions 242 and
338; committed itself to the peace process
and peaceful coexistence with Israel, free
from violence and all other acts which en-
danger peace and stability; and assumed re-
sponsibility over all PLO elements and per-
sonnel in order to assure their compliance,
prevent violations, and discipline violators;

(2) Israel has recognized the PLO as the
representative of the Palestinian people;

(3) Israel and the PLO signed a Declaration
of Principles on Interim Self-Government
Arrangements (in this section referred to as
the ‘‘Declaration of Principles’’) on Septem-
ber 13, 1993, at the White House;

(4) Israel and the PLO signed an Agree-
ment on the Gaza Strip and the Jericho Area
(in this section referred to as the ‘‘Gaza-Jeri-
cho Agreement’’) on May 4, 1994, which es-
tablished a Palestinian Authority for the
Gaza and Jericho areas;

(5) Israel and the PLO signed an Agree-
ment on Preparatory Transfer of Powers and
Responsibilities (in this section referred to
as the ‘‘Early Empowerment Agreement’’) on
August 29, 1994, which provided for the trans-
fer to the Palestinian Authority of certain
powers and responsibilities in the West Bank
outside of the Jericho Area;

(6) under the terms of the Declaration of
Principles, the Gaza-Jericho Agreement and
the Early Empowerment Agreement, the
powers and responsibilities of the Palestin-
ian Authority are to be assumed by an elect-
ed Palestinian Council with jurisdiction in
the West Bank and Gaza Strip in accordance
with the Interim Agreement to be concluded
between Israel and the PLO;

(7) permanent status negotiations relating
to the West Bank and Gaza Strip are sched-
uled to begin by May 1996;

(8) the Congress has, since the conclusion
of the Declaration of Principles and the
PLO’s renunciation of terrorism, provided
authorities to the President to suspend cer-
tain statutory restrictions relating to the
PLO, subject to Presidential certifications
that the PLO has continued to abide by com-
mitments made in and in connection with or
resulting from the good faith implementa-
tion of, the Declaration of Principles;

(9) the PLO commitments relevant to Pres-
idential certifications have included com-
mitments to renounce and condemn terror-
ism, to submit to the Palestinian National
Council for formal approval the necessary
changes to those articles of the Palestinian
Covenant which call for Israel’s destruction,
and to prevent acts of terrorism and hos-
tilities against Israel; and

(10) the President, in exercising the au-
thorities described in paragraph (8), has cer-
tified to the Congress on four occasions that
the PLO was abiding by its relevant commit-
ments.

(c) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that although the PLO has re-
cently shown improvement in its efforts to
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fulfill its commitments, the PLO must do far
more to demonstrate an irrevocable denun-
ciation of terrorism and ensure a peaceful
settlement of the Middle East dispute, and in
particular the PLO must—

(1) submit to the Palestine National Coun-
cil for formal approval the necessary
changes to those articles of the Palestinian
National Covenant which call for Israel’s de-
struction;

(2) make greater efforts to preempt acts of
terror, to discipline violators, and to con-
tribute to stemming the violence that has
resulted in the deaths of 123 Israeli citizens
since the signing of the Declaration of Prin-
ciples;

(3) prohibit participation in its activities
and in the Palestinian Authority and its suc-
cessors by any groups or individuals which
continue to promote and commit acts of ter-
rorism;

(4) cease all anti-Israel rhetoric, which po-
tentially undermines the peace process;

(5) confiscate all unlicensed weapons and
restrict the issuance of licenses to those
with legitimate need;

(6) transfer any person, and cooperate in
transfer proceedings relating to any person,
accused by Israel of acts of terrorism; and

(7) respect civil liberties, human rights and
democratic norms.

(d) AUTHORITY TO SUSPEND CERTAIN PROVI-
SIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),
beginning on the date of enactment of this
Act and for 18 months thereafter the Presi-
dent may suspend for a period of not more
than 6 months at a time any provision of law
specified in paragraph (4). Any such suspen-
sion shall cease to be effective after 6
months, or at such earlier date as the Presi-
dent may specify.

(2) CONDITIONS.—
(A) CONSULTATIONS.—Prior to each exercise

of the authority provided in paragraph (1) or
certification pursuant to paragraph (3), the
President shall consult with the relevant
congressional committees. The President
may not exercise that authority to make
such certification until 30 days after a writ-
ten policy justification is submitted to the
relevant congressional committees.

(B) PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFICATION.—The
President may exercise the authority pro-
vided in paragraph (1) only if the President
certifies to the relevant congressional com-
mittees each time he exercises such author-
ity that—

(i) it is in the national interest of the Unit-
ed States to exercise such authority;

(ii) the PLO continues to comply with all
the commitments described in subparagraph
(D); and

(iii) funds provided pursuant to the exer-
cise of this authority and the authorities
under section 583(a) of Public Law 103–236
and section 3(a) of Public Law 103–125 have
been used for the purposes for which they
were intended.

(C) REQUIREMENT FOR CONTINUING PLO COM-
PLIANCE.—

(i) The President shall ensure that PLO
performance is continuously monitored, and
if the President at any time determines that
the PLO has not continued to comply with
all the commitments described in subpara-
graph (D), he shall so notify the appropriate
congressional committees. Any suspension
under paragraph (1) of a provision of law
specified in paragraph (4) shall cease to be ef-
fective.

(ii) Beginning six months after the date of
enactment of this Act, if the President on
the basis of the continuous monitoring of the
PLO’s performance determines that the PLO
is not complying with the requirements de-
scribed in paragraph (3), he shall so notify
the appropriate congressional committees

and no assistance shall be provided pursuant
to the exercise by the President of the au-
thority provided by paragraph (1) until such
time as the President makes the certifi-
cation provided for in paragraph (3).

(D) PLO COMMITMENTS DESCRIBED.—The
commitments referred to in subparagraphs
(B) and (C)(i) are the commitments made by
the PLO—

(i) in its letter of September 9, 1993, to the
Prime Minister of Israel and in its letter of
September 9, 1993, to the Foreign Minister of
Norway to—

(I) recognize the right of the State of Israel
to exist in peace and security;

(II) accept United Nations Security Coun-
cil Resolutions 242 and 338;

(III) renounce the use of terrorism and
other acts of violence;

(IV) assume responsibility over all PLO
elements and personnel in order to assure
their compliance, prevent violations, and
discipline violators;

(V) call upon the Palestinian people in the
West Bank and Gaza Strip to take part in
the steps leading to the normalization of life,
rejecting violence and terrorism, and con-
tributing to peace and stability; and

(VI) submit to the Palestine National
Council for formal approval the necessary
changes to the Palestinian National Cov-
enant eliminating calls for Israel’s destruc-
tion; and

(ii) in, and resulting from, the good faith
implementation of the Declaration of Prin-
ciples, including good faith implementation
of subsequent agreements with Israel, with
particular attention to the objective of pre-
venting terrorism, as reflected in the provi-
sions of the Gaza-Jericho Agreement con-
cerning—

(I) prevention of acts of terrorism and legal
measures against terrorists;

(II) abstention from and prevention of in-
citement, including hostile propaganda;

(III) operation of armed forces other than
the Palestinian Police;

(IV) possession, manufacture, sale, acquisi-
tion, or importation of weapons;

(V) employment of police who have been
convicted of serious crimes or have been
found to be actively involved in terrorist ac-
tivities subsequent to their employment;

(VI) transfers to Israel of individuals sus-
pected of, charged with, or convicted of an
offense that falls within Israeli criminal ju-
risdiction;

(VII) cooperation with the Government of
Israel in criminal matters, including co-
operation in the conduct of investigations;
and

(VIII) exercise of powers and responsibil-
ities under the agreement with due regard to
internationally accepted norms and prin-
ciples of human rights and the rule of law.

(E) POLICY JUSTIFICATION.—As part of the
President’s written policy justification to be
submitted to the relevant congressional
committees pursuant to subparagraph (A),
the President shall report on—

(i) the manner in which the PLO has com-
plied with the commitments specified in sub-
paragraph (D), including responses to indi-
vidual acts of terrorism and violence, actions
to discipline perpetrators of terror and vio-
lence, and actions to preempt acts of terror
and violence;

(ii) the extent to which the PLO has ful-
filled the requirements specified in para-
graph (3);

(iii) actions that the PLO has taken with
regard to the Arab League boycott of Israel;

(iv) the status and activities of the PLO of-
fice in the United States; and

(v) the status of United States and inter-
national assistance efforts in the areas sub-
ject to jurisdiction of the Palestinian Au-
thority or its successors.

(3) REQUIREMENT FOR CONTINUED PROVISION
OF ASSISTANCE.—Six months after the date of
enactment of this Act, no assistance shall be
provided pursuant to the exercise by the
President of the authority provided by para-
graph (1), unless and until the President de-
termines and so certifies to the Congress
that—

(A) if the Palestinian Council has been
elected and assumed its responsibilities, the
Council has, within a reasonable time, effec-
tively disavowed the articles of the Palestine
National Covenant which call for Israel’s de-
struction, unless the necessary changes to
the Covenant have already been submitted to
the Palestine National Council for formal
approval;

(B) the PLO has exercised its authority
resolutely to establish the necessary enforce-
ment institution, including laws, police, and
a judicial system, for apprehending, pros-
ecuting, convicting, and imprisoning terror-
ists;

(C) the PLO has limited participation in
the Palestinian Authority and its successors
to individuals and groups in accordance with
the terms that may be agreed with Israel;

(D) the PLO has not provided any financial
or material assistance or training to any
group, whether or not affiliated with the
PLO to carry out actions inconsistent with
the Declaration of Principles, particularly
acts of terrorism against Israel;

(E) the PLO has cooperated in good faith
with Israeli authorities in the preemption of
acts of terrorism and in the apprehension
and trial of perpetrators of terrorist acts in
Israel, territories controlled by Israel, and
all areas subject to jurisdiction of the Pal-
estinian Authority and its successors; and

(F) the PLO has exercised its authority
resolutely to enact and implement laws re-
quiring the disarming of civilians not spe-
cifically licensed to possess or carry weap-
ons.

(4) PROVISIONS THAT MAY BE SUSPENDED.—
The provisions that may be suspended under
the authority of paragraph (1) are the follow-
ing:

(A) Section 307 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2227) as it applies with
respect to the PLO or entities associated
with it.

(B) Section 114 of the Department of State
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1984 and 1985
(22 U.S.C. 287e note) as it applies with re-
spect to the PLO or entities associated with
it.

(C) Section 1003 of the Foreign Relations
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1988 and 1989
(22 U.S.C. 5202).

(D) Section 37 of the Bretton Woods Agree-
ment Act (22 U.S.C. 286W) as it applies to the
granting to the PLO of observer status or
other official status at any meeting spon-
sored by or associated with International
Monetary Fund. As used in this subpara-
graph, the term ‘‘other official status’’ does
not include membership in the International
Monetary Fund.

(5) RELEVANT CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES
DEFINED.—As used in this subsection, the
term ‘‘relevant congressional committees’’
means—

(A) the Committee on International Rela-
tions, the Committee on Banking, Finance
and Urban Affairs, and the Committee on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives; and

(B) the Committee on Foreign Relations
and the Committee on Appropriations of the
Senate.

AMENDMENT NO. 2011
SEC. 1110. PROCEDURES FOR COORDINATION OF

GOVERNMENT PERSONNEL AT
OVERSEAS POSTS.

(a) AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN SERVICE
ACT OF 1980.—Section 207 of the Foreign
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Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 3927) is amend-
ed—

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (e); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(c)(1) In carrying out subsection (b), the
head of each department, agency, or other
entity of the executive branch of Govern-
ment shall ensure that, in coordination with
the Department of State, the approval of the
chief of mission to a foreign country is
sought on any proposed change in the size,
composition, or mandate of employees of the
respective department, agency, or entity
(other than employees under the command of
a United States area military commander) if
the employees are performing duties in that
country.

‘‘(2) In seeking the approval of the chief of
mission under paragraph (1), the head of a
department, agency, or other entity of the
executive branch of Government shall com-
ply with the procedures set forth in National
Security Decision Directive Number 38, as in
effect on June 2, 1982, and the implementing
guidelines issued thereunder.

‘‘(d) The Secretary of State, in the sole dis-
cretion of the Secretary, may accord diplo-
matic titles, privileges, and immunities to
employees of the executive branch of Gov-
ernment who are performing duties in a for-
eign country.’’.

(b) REVIEW OF PROCEDURES FOR COORDINA-
TION.—(1) The President shall conduct a re-
view of the procedures contained in National
Security Decision Directive Number 38, as in
effect on June 2, 1982, and the practices in
implementation of those procedures, to de-
termine whether the procedures and prac-
tices have been effective to enhance signifi-
cantly the coordination among the several
departments, agencies, and entities of the
executive branch of Government represented
in foreign countries.

(2) Not later than 180 days after the date of
enactment of this Act, the President shall
submit to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions of the Senate and the Committee on
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives a report containing the findings
of the review conducted under paragraph (1),
together with any recommendations for leg-
islation as the President may determine to
be necessary.

AMENDMENT NO. 2012
Beginning on page 216, strike line 4 and all

that follows through line 22 on page 217 and
insert the following:
SEC. 1501. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING

UNITED NATIONS REFORM.
It is the sense of Congress that—
(1) the 50th anniversary of the United Na-

tions provides an important opportunity for
a comprehensive review of the strengths and
weaknesses of the United Nations and for the
identification and implementation of
changes in the United Nations that would
improve its ability to discharge effectively
the objectives of the United Nations set
forth in the United Nations Charter;

(2) the structure of the United Nations sys-
tem, which has evolved over 50 years, should
be subject to a comprehensive review in
order to identify the changes to the system
that will best serve the interests of the Unit-
ed States and of the international commu-
nity;

(3) the United States, as the strongest
member state of the United Nations, should
lead this comprehensive review;

(4) reforms that produce a smaller, more
focused, more efficient United Nations with
clearly defined missions are in the interest
of the United States and of the United Na-
tions;

(5) the United States should develop a uni-
fied position in support of reforms at the

United Nations that are broadly supported
by both the legislative branch and the execu-
tive branch;

(6) the need for reform of the United Na-
tions is urgent; and

(7) the failure to develop and implement
promptly a strategic reorganization of the
United Nations will result in a continued
diminution of the relevance of the United
Nations to United States foreign policy and
to international politics generally.
SEC. 1502. UNITED NATIONS REORGANIZATION

PLAN.
(a) REQUIREMENT FOR PLAN.—The President

shall submit to Congress, together with the
budget submitted pursuant to section 1105 of
title 31, United States Code, for fiscal year
1997, a plan recommending a strategic reor-
ganization of the United Nations.

(b) REQUIREMENT RELATING TO DEVELOP-
MENT.—The President shall develop the plan
in consultation with Congress.

(c) PLAN ELEMENTS.—The plan should in-
clude the elements described in section 1503
and such other recommendations as may be
necessary to achieve the efficient, cost-effec-
tive conduct of the responsibilities of the
United Nations.
SEC. 1503. CONTENTS OF REORGANIZATION

PLAN.
It is the sense of the Congress that the re-

organization plan required by section 1502(a)
should—

(1) constitute a comprehensive statement
of United States policy toward reform of the
United Nations;

(2) set forth an agenda to implement the
reforms set forth in the plan in a timely
manner;

(3) include specific proposals to achieve—
(A) a substantial reduction in the number

of agencies within the United Nations sys-
tem, including proposals to consolidate,
abolish, or restructure mechanisms for fi-
nancing agencies of the United Nations that
have a low priority;

(B) the identification and strengthening of
the core agencies of the United Nations sys-
tem that most directly serve the objectives
of the United Nations set forth in the United
Nations Charter;

(C) the increased cooperation, and the
elimination of duplication, among United
Nations agencies and programs consistent
with the principle of a unitary United Na-
tions;

(D) the consolidation of the United Nations
technical cooperation activities between the
United Nations Headquarters and the offices
of the United Nations in Geneva, Switzer-
land, including the merger of the technical
cooperation functions of the United Nations
Development Program (UNDP), the United
Nations Population Fund (UNFPA), the
United Nations Environmental Program
(UNEP), the United Nations Industrial De-
velopment Organization (UNIDO), the Inter-
national Fund for Agricultural Development
(IFAD), the United Nations Capital Develop-
ment Fund (UNCDF), and the United Nations
Development Fund for Women (UNIFEM);

(E) the consolidation of the United Nations
emergency response mechanism by merging
the emergency functions of relevant United
Nations agencies, including the United Na-
tions Children’s Fund, the World Food Pro-
gram, and the Office of the United Nations
High Commissioner for Refugees;

(F) a substantial reduction in, or elimi-
nation of, the cost and number of inter-
national conferences sponsored by the Unit-
ed Nations;

(G) a significant strengthening of the ad-
ministrative and management capabilities of
the Secretary General of the United Nations,
including a cessation of the practice of re-
serving top Secretariat posts for citizens of
particular countries;

(H) a significant increase in the openness
to the public of the budget decision-making
procedures of the United Nations; and

(I) the establishment of a truly independ-
ent inspector general at the United Nations;

(4) include proposals to coordinate and im-
plement proposals for reform of the United
Nations such as those proposals set forth in
the communique of the 21st annual summit
of the Heads of State and Government of the
seven major industrialized nations and the
President of the European Commission at
Halifax, Nova Scotia, dated June 15–17, 1995;
and

(4) include proposals for amendments to
the United Nations Charter that would pro-
mote the efficiency, focus, and cost-effec-
tiveness of the United Nations and the abil-
ity of the United Nations to achieve the ob-
jectives of the United Nations set forth in
the United Nations Charter.

On page 218, line 15, ‘‘$30,000,000,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$3,000,000,000’’.

On page 251, below line 22, add the follow-
ing:

(g) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR BUDGET
PURPOSES.—(1) In addition to any other pay-
ments which an agency referred to in sub-
section (b) is required to make under section
4(a)(1) of the Federal Workforce Restructur-
ing Act of 1994 (Public Law 103–226: 108 Stat.
114: 5 U.S.C. 8331 note), each such agency
shall remit to the Office of Personnel Man-
agement for deposit in the Treasury to the
credit of the Civil Service Retirement and
Disability Fund an amount equal to 9 per-
cent of final basic pay of each employee of
the agency—

(A) who, on or after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, retires under section
8336(d)(2) of title 5, United States Code; and

(B) to whom a voluntary separation incen-
tive payment is paid under this section by
such agency based on that retirement.

(2) In addition to any other payments
which an agency referred to in subsection (b)
is required to make under section 4(b)(1) of
such Act in fiscal years 1996, 1997, and 1998,
each such agency shall remit to the Office of
Personnel Management for deposit in the
Treasury to the credit of the Civil Service
Retirement and Disability Fund an amount
equal to 0.5 percent of the basic pay of each
employee of the agency who, as March 31 of
such fiscal year, is subject to subchapter III
of chapter 83 or chapter 84 of title 5, United
States Code.

(3) Notwithstanding any other provision of
this section, the head of an agency referred
to in subsection (b) may not pay voluntary
separation incentive payments under this
section unless sufficient funds are available
in the Foreign Affairs Reorganization Tran-
sition Fund to cover the cost of such pay-
ments and the amount of the remittances re-
quired of the agency under paragraphs (1)
and (2).

AMENDMENT NO. 2013
On page 208, strike lines 8 through 11 and

insert the following:
SEC. 1327. MIKE MANSFIELD FELLOWSHIPS.

Part C of title II of the Foreign Relations
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995
(22 U.S.C. 6101 et seq.) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Director of the United
States Information Agency’’ each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘Secretary of State’’;
and

(2) by striking ‘‘United States Information
Agency’’ each place it appears and inserting
‘‘Department of State’’.

SMITH AMENDMENT NO. 2014
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SMITH submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:
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Strike section 112 of the bill and insert in

lieu thereof the following:
SEC. 112. MIGRATION AND REFUGEE ASSIST-

ANCE.
(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) MIGRATION AND REFUGEE ASSISTANCE.—

There are authorized to be appropriated for
‘‘Migration and Refugee Assistance’’ for au-
thorized activities, $721,000,000 for the fiscal
year 1996, and $721,000,000 for each of the fis-
cal years 1997, 1998, and 1999.

(2) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—Of the funds au-
thorized to be appropriated under paragraph
(1)—

(A) not less than $80,000,000 shall be made
available in the fiscal year 1996 for assist-
ance for refugees settling in Israel from
other countries;

(B) not less than $50,000,000 for each of the
fiscal years 1996 and 1997 shall be made avail-
able for the Emergency Refugee and Migra-
tion Assistance Fund under section 2(c) of
the Migration and Refugee Assistance Act of
1962 (22 U.S.C. 2601(c)); and

(C) of the amounts authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 1996 under paragraph
(1), there are authorized to be appropriated
such amounts as are necessary for the admis-
sion and resettlement, within numerical lim-
itations provided by law for refugee admis-
sions, of persons who—

(i) are or were nationals and residents of
Vietnam, Laos, or Cambodia;

(ii) are within a category of aliens referred
to in section 599D(b)(2)(C) of the Foreign Op-
erations, Export Financing, and Related Pro-
grams Appropriations Act, 1990 (Public Law
101–167); and

(iii) are or were at any time after January
1, 1989, residents of refugee camps in Hong
Kong, Thailand, Indonesia, Malaysia, or the
Philippines.

(b) GENERAL LIMITATIONS.—None of the
funds authorized to be appropriated by sub-
section (a) are authorized to be available for
any program or activity that provides for,
promotes, or assists in the repatriation of
any person to Vietnam, Laos, or Cambodia,
unless the President has certified that—

(1) all persons described in subsection
(a)(2)(C) who were residents of refugee camps
as of July 1, 1995, have been offered resettle-
ment outside their countries of nationality;

(2) all nationals of Vietnam, Laos, or Cam-
bodia who were residents of refugee camps as
of July 1, 1995, who are not persons described
in subsection (a)(2)(C) have, at any time
after such date, either had access to a proc-
ess for the determination of whether they
are refugees, or been offered resettlement
outside their countries of nationality; and

(3) the process referred to in paragraph (2)
is genuinely calculated to determine wheth-
er such applicant is a refugee, and that the
procedures, standards, and personnel em-
ployed in such process ensure that the risk
of return to persecution is no greater than in
the process available under United States
law to persons physically present in the
United States.

(c) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds appro-
priated pursuant to subsection (a) are au-
thorized to remain until expended.

(d) REFUGEE CAMP DEFINED.—For the pur-
poses of this section, the term ‘‘refugee
camp’’ means any place in which people who
left Vietnam, Cambodia, or Laos are housed
or held by a government or international or-
ganization, regardless of the designation of
such place by such government or organiza-
tion.

(e) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section may be construed to require or
permit an increase in the number of refugee
admissions for fiscal year 1996 from the nu-
merical limitation for refugee admissions for
fiscal year 1995.

FEINSTEIN AMENDMENTS NOS.
2015–2016

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted two

amendments intended to be proposed
by her to the bill, S. 908, supra; as fol-
lows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2015
On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-

ing new section:
SEC. 618. THE ROLE OF RUSSIA IN ENDING THE

WAR IN BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings:
(1) since 1992, Bosnian Serbs, backed by the

Government of the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia, and in particular leaders of the
Republic of Serbia, have waged war against
the Government of the Republic of Bosnia
and Herzegovina;

(2) the Bosnian Serb army has engaged in
brutal attacks on Bosnian civilians with
backing from the Yugoslav People’s Army,
with headquarters in Belgrade;

(3) the war in Bosnia and Herzegovina has
cost some two hundred thousand lives, cre-
ated hundreds of thousands of refugees, and
threatens the stability of Europe;

(4) the Government of the Russian Federa-
tion has significant influence with the Gov-
ernment of the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia, and in particular leaders of the Re-
public of Serbia, owing to historical, cul-
tural, and economic ties; and

(5) the United States and the Russian Fed-
eration have a mutual interest in seeing the
war in Bosnia and Herzegovina come to a
just and lasting resolution at the earliest
possible date.

(b) It is the Sense of Congress that the
President should use all diplomatic efforts to
urge the Government of the Russian Federa-
tion to cooperate with the United States
Government in encouraging the Government
of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, and in
particular leaders of the Republic of Serbia,
to help end the war in Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

AMENDMENT NO. 2016
On page 52, beginning on line 4, strike

‘‘SEC. 171.’’ and all that follows through the
period on page 53, line 13.

FEINSTEIN (AND BROWN)
AMENDMENT NO. 2017

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself and Mr.

BROWN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. 618. SENSE OF CONGRESS SUPPORTING THE

MIDDLE EAST PEACE PROCESS.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) the Bush Administration and the Clin-

ton Administration have both worked relent-
lessly to build on the Middle East peace
process that began in Madrid in October 1991,
with the goal of achieving a comprehensive,
lasting peace between Israel and all its
neighbors;

(2) on September 13, 1993, the first major
breakthrough of the Madrid peace process
was achieved when Israel and the Palestin-
ians signed the Declaration of Principles on
Interim Self-Government Arrangements;

(3) the United States pledged to support
the Israeli-Palestinian Declaration of Prin-
ciples by providing $500,000,000 of assistance
over 5 years to the West Bank and Gaza;

(4) the May 4, 1994 Cairo Agreement be-
tween Israel and the Palestinians resulted in

the withdrawal of the Israeli army from the
Gaza Strip and the Jericho area and the es-
tablishment of a Palestinian Authority with
responsibility for those areas;

(5) Israel and the Palestinian Authority
are continuing negotiations on the redeploy-
ment of Israeli troops out of Arab population
centers in the West Bank, the expansion of
the Palestinian Authority’s jurisdiction into
the areas vacated by the Israeli army, and
the convening of elections for a Palestinian
council;

(6) the issue of security and preventing
acts of terrorism is and must remain of para-
mount importance in the Israeli-Palestinian
negotiations;

(7) on October 25, 1994, Israel and Jordan
signed a full peace treaty, establishing full
diplomatic relations and pledging to resolve
all future disputes by peaceful means;

(8) the Israeli-Jordanian peace treaty has
resulted in unprecedented cooperation be-
tween the two nations in security, economic
development, the environment, and other
areas;

(9) Israel and Syria have engaged in serious
and increasingly substantive peace negotia-
tions, including discussions between their
leading military officers on the security ar-
rangements that would accompany a peace
treaty;

(10) Israel now enjoys low-level diplomatic
relations with Morocco and Tunisia, and Is-
raeli officials have conducted face-to-face
discussions with senior officials from Qatar,
Oman, and Bahrain;

(11) the six nations of the Gulf Cooperation
Council have announced their decision to end
all enforcement of the secondary and ter-
tiary boycotts of Israel; and

(12) extremists opposed to the Middle East
peace process continue to use terrorism to
undermine the chances of achieving a com-
prehensive peace, including on July 24, 1995,
when a suicide bomber blew up a bus in Tel
Aviv, killing five Israeli civilians.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—The Congress—
(1) welcomes the progress made toward

peace between Israel and its neighbors;
(2) commends those Middle Eastern leaders

who have committed to resolve their dif-
ferences through only peaceful means;

(3) reiterates its belief that a comprehen-
sive, lasting peace between Israel and all its
neighbors is in the national interest of the
United States;

(4) encourages all participants in the Mid-
dle East peace process to continue working
to achieve lasting peace agreements while
adhering fully to all commitments made and
agreements reached thus far;

(5) calls upon all Arab states to dem-
onstrate their commitment to peace by com-
pletely dismantling the Arab boycott of Is-
rael in its primary, secondary, and tertiary
aspects;

(6) reiterates its consistent condemnation
of all acts of terrorism aimed at undermin-
ing the Middle East peace process, and calls
upon all parties to take all necessary steps
to prevent such acts; and

(7) strongly supports the Middle East peace
process and seeks to effect policies that will
help the peace process reach a successful
conclusion.

HATFIELD AMENDMENT NO. 2018

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HATFIELD submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 124, after line 20, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS WITH RESPECT TO

INDOCHINESE REFUGEES.
(a) FINDING.—The Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings:
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(1) A substantial but undetermined number

of asylum seekers who have escaped from
Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia, and who are
now detained in refugee camps throughout
Asia, have had their refugee claims rejected
because of corruption, hostility to asylum
seekers, or other defects in refugee screening
processes.

(2) Others have had their claims rejected
because the standard which was applied did
not recognize persecution on account of close
association with the United States war effort
as sufficient to establish refugee status.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress, as follows:

(1) United States tax dollars should not
support any program or activity that in-
volves involuntary repatriation to Vietnam,
Laos, or Cambodia of persons who fought on
the side of the United States or who were
otherwise closely identified with the United
States war effort, victims of religious perse-
cution, or other persons who are refugees
under United States law.

(2) Within numerical limitations provided
by law, refugees described in paragraph (1)
should be permitted to resettle in the United
States and in other free countries.

(3) To the extent necessary to ensure that
genuine refugees are not involuntarily repa-
triated to Vietnam, Laos, or Cambodia, per-
sons now detained in refugee camps should
be offered access to rescreening under a proc-
ess genuinely calculated to determine
whether they are refugees. The procedures,
standards, and personnel employed in such a
process should be such as to ensure that the
risk of return to persecution is no greater
than in the process available under United
States law to determine the asylum claims
of persons physically present in the United
States. It would be preferable to conduct
such rescreening in the countries in which
the asylum seekers are currently detained. If
this should prove impossible, rescreening
should be offered to asylum seekers imme-
diately upon their voluntary repatriation to
their countries of nationality, if their safety
can be ensured during the process of
rescreening and resettlement.

(c) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term ‘‘involuntary repatriation’’ in-
cludes return because of force, threat of
force, duress, or any other means calculated
or likely to effect such return without genu-
ine regard for the wishes of the person re-
turned.

f

THE ENERGY AND WATER DEVEL-
OPMENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1996

FRIST (AND THOMPSON)
AMENDMENTS NOS. 2019–2024

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. FRIST (for himself and Mr.

THOMPSON) submitted six amendments
intended to be proposed by them to the
bill (H.R. 1905) making appropriations
for energy and water development for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
1996, and for other purposes; as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2019
On page 20, line 23, before the colon insert

‘‘Provided, That of this amount, no funds
shall be available for construction of the
Tokamak Physics Experiment, number 94–E–
200, until a fair and impartial competitive
site selection process has been completed by
the Department of Energy.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2020
On page 20, line 23, before the colon insert

‘‘Provided, That of this amount, no funds

shall be available for construction of the
Elise project, number 96–E–310, until a fair
and impartial competitive site selection
process has been completed by the Depart-
ment of Energy.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2021
On page 25, line 17, before the period insert

‘‘Provided, That of this amount, no funds
shall be available for construction of the Na-
tional Ignition Facility, project number 96–
D–111, until a fair and impartial competitive
site selection process has been completed by
the Department of Energy.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2022
On page 25, line 17, before the period insert

‘‘Provided, That of this amount, no funds
shall be available for construction of the
ATLAS project, number 96–D–103, until a fair
and impartial competitive site selection
process has been completed by the Depart-
ment of Energy.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2023
On page 25, line 17, before the period insert

‘‘Provided, That of this amount, no funds
shall be available for construction of the
Process and Environmental Technology Lab-
oratory, project number 96–D–104, until a fair
and impartial competitive site selection
process has been completed by the Depart-
ment of Energy.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2024
On page 20, line 23, before the colon insert

‘‘Provided, That of this amount, no funds
shall be available for construction of the
Center for Biomedical Technology Innova-
tion until a fair and impartial competitive
site selection process has been completed by
the Department of Energy.’’.

f

THE FOREIGN RELATIONS
REVITALIZATION ACT OF 1995

DOLE (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT
NO. 2025

Mr. DOLE (for himself, Ms. SNOWE,
Mr. LOTT, Mr. HELMS, and Mr.
D’AMATO) proposed an amendment to
the bill S. 908, supra; as follows:

On page 81, line 3, add the following:
(c) FURTHER CONDITIONAL AUTHORITY.—
(1) Of the funds authorized to be appro-

priated for Fiscal year 1996, in (a), $3,500,000
shall be withheld from obligation until the
Secretary of State certifies to the appro-
priate congressional committees, with re-
spect to theUnited Nations Fourth World
Conference on Women being held in Beijing,
that no funds available to the Department of
State were obligated or expended for United
States participation in the United Nations
Fourth World Conference on Women while
Harry Wu, a United States citizen, was de-
tained by the People’s Republic of China.

(2) If the Secretary of State cannot make
the certification in Section 301(c)(1), the
withheld funds shall be returned to the U.S.
Treasury.

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 2026

Mr. HELMS proposed an amendment
to amendment No. 2025 proposed by Mr.
DOLE to the bill S. 908, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the end of the pending amendment, add
the following:
SEC. . UNITED NATIONS DIPLOMATIC DEBTS.

Of the funds authorized to be appropriated
for fiscal year 1996 in section 201 and section

301, not less than $20,000,000 shall be withheld
from obligation until the Secretary of State
reports to the Congress—

(1) the names of diplomatic personnel ac-
credited to the United Nations or foreign
missions to the United Nations, which have
accrued overdue debts to businesses and indi-
viduals in the United States; and

(2) that the United Nations Secretary Gen-
eral is cooperating fully with the United
States or taking effective steps on his own,
including publishing the names of debtors, to
resolve overdue debts owned by diplomats
and missions accredited to the United Na-
tions.

f

THE ENERGY AND WATER DEVEL-
OPMENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1996

BINGAMAN AMENDMENTS NOS.
2027–2028

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. BINGAMAN submitted two

amendments intended to be proposed
by him to the bill (H.R. 1905) making
appropriations for energy and water de-
velopment for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1996, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2027
On line 17, line 2, before the period insert

‘‘Provided further, That none of the funds ap-
propriated under this heading shall be made
available for the construction of the Animas-
La Plata project, Colorado and New Mexico,
until the Secretary of the Interior reports to
Congress regarding the feasibility of the
Animas-La Plata project and completes a
study and reports to Congress regarding fea-
sible alternatives that may be available to
fulfill the water rights of affected Indian
tribes and the reasonably foreseeable water
needs of communities in southwestern Colo-
rado and northwestern New Mexico (includ-
ing the feasibility of assigning water rights
held in trust by the Secretary for New Mex-
ico beneficiaries to appropriate New Mexico
entities for their own use and develop-
ment)’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2028
At the appropriate place, insert the follow-

ing:
SEC. . ENERGY SAVINGS AT FEDERAL FACILI-

TIES.
(a) REDUCTION IN FACILITIES ENERGY

COSTS.—The head of each agency for which
funds are made available under this Act shall
take all actions necessary to achieve during
fiscal year 1996 a 5 percent reduction, from
fiscal year 1995 levels, in the energy costs of
the facilities used by the agency.

(b) USE OF COST SAVINGS.—An amount
equal to the amount of cost savings realized
by an agency under subsection (a) shall re-
main available for obligation through the
end of fiscal year 1997, without further au-
thorization or appropriation, as follows:

(1) CONSERVATION MEASURES.—Fifty per-
cent of the amount shall remain available
for the implementation of additional energy
conservation measures and for water con-
servation measures at such facilities used by
the agency as are designated by the head of
the agency.

(2) OTHER PURPOSES.—Fifty percent of the
amount shall remain available for use by the
agency for such purposes as are designated
by the head of the agency, consistent with
applicable law.

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than December
31, 1996, the head of each agency described in
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subsection (a) shall submit a report to Con-
gress specifying the results of the actions
taken under subsection (a) and providing any
recommendations as to how to further re-
duce energy costs and energy consumption in
the future.

(2) CONTENTS.—Each report shall—
(A) specify the total energy costs of the fa-

cilities used by the agency;
(B) identify the reductions achieved; and
(C) specify the actions that resulted in the

reductions.

f

THE FOREIGN RELATIONS
REVITALIZATION ACT OF 1995

NICKLES (AND KASSEBAUM)
AMENDMENT NO. 2029

Mr. NICKLES (for himself and Mrs.
KASSEBAUM) proposed an amendment
to amendment No. 1977 proposed by Mr.
KENNEDY to the bill S. 908, supra; as
follows:

Strike all after the word ‘‘that’’ and insert
in lieu thereof the following: ‘‘that the Sen-
ate should debate and vote on comprehensive
welfare reform before the end of the first ses-
sion of the 104th Congress.’’

KERRY AMENDMENT NO. 2030

Mr. KERRY proposed an amendment
to amendment No. 1977 proposed by Mr.
KENNEDY to the bill S. 908, supra; as
follows:
‘‘SEC. .

It is the sense of the Senate that:
(1) the current economic recovery has gen-

erated record profits for industry, but hourly
wages have grown at a below average rate;

(2) the minimum wage has not been raised
since April 1, 1991, and has lost more than
10% of its purchasing power since then;

(3) the average minimum wage worker pro-
vides 50% of her family’s weekly earnings;

(4) nearly two-thirds of minimum wage
workers are adults, and 60% are women;

(5) a full-time, year-round worker who is
paid the minimum wage earns $8,500 a year,
less than a poverty level income for a family
of two;

(6) there are 4.7 million Americans who
usually work full-time but who are, never-
theless, in poverty, and 4.2 million families
live in poverty despite having one or more
members in the labor force for at least half
the year;

(7) the 30% decline in the value of the mini-
mum wage since 1979 has contributed to
Americans’ growing income inequality and
to the fact that 97% of the growth in house-
hold income has accrued to the wealthiest
20%;

(8) legislation to raise the minimum wage
to $5.15 an hour was introduced on February
14, 1995, but has not been debated by the Sen-
ate; and

(9) the Senate should debate and vote on
whether to raise the minimum wage before
the end of the first session of the 104th Con-
gress.’’

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 2031

Mr. HELMS proposed an amendment
to the bill S. 908, supra; as follows:

At the end of the bill, add the following
new division:

DIVISION C—FOREIGN AID REDUCTION
SEC. 2001. SHORT TITLE.

This division may be cited as the ‘‘Foreign
Aid Reduction Act of 1995’’.

TITLE XXI—DEFENSE AND SECURITY
ASSISTANCE

CHAPTER 1—FOREIGN MILITARY
FINANCING PROGRAM

SEC. 2101. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated for

grant assistance under section 23 of the
Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2763) and
for the subsidy cost, as defined in section
502(5) of the Federal Credit Reform Act of
1990, of direct loans under such section—

(1) $3,185,000,000 for fiscal year 1996; and
(2) $3,160,000,000 for fiscal year 1997.

SEC. 2102. LOANS FOR GREECE AND TURKEY.
Of the amounts made available for fiscal

years 1996 and 1997 under section 23 of the
Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2763)—

(1) $26,620,000 shall be made available for
fiscal year 1996, and up to $26,620,000 may be
made available for fiscal year 1997, for the
subsidy cost, as defined in section 502(5) of
the Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990, of di-
rect loans for Greece; and

(2) $37,800,000 shall be made available for
fiscal year 1996, and up to $37,800,000 may be
made available for fiscal year 1997, for the
subsidy cost, as defined in section 502(5) of
the Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990, of di-
rect loans for Turkey.

CHAPTER 2—INTERNATIONAL MILITARY
EDUCATION AND TRAINING

SEC. 2121. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated

$39,781,000 for each of the fiscal years 1996
and 1997 to carry out chapter 5 of part II of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2347 et seq.).

CHAPTER 3—ANTITERRORISM
ASSISTANCE

SEC. 2131. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to

be appropriated $15,000,000 for fiscal year 1996
and $15,000,000 for fiscal year 1997 to carry
out chapter 8 of part II of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2349aa et seq.).

(b) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Amounts
authorized to be appropriated under sub-
section (a) are authorized to remain avail-
able until expended.

CHAPTER 4—NARCOTICS CONTROL
ASSISTANCE

SEC. 2141. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to

be appropriated $213,000,000 for each of the
fiscal years 1996 and 1997 to carry out chapter
8 of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291 et seq.).

(b) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Amounts
authorized to be appropriated under sub-
section (a) are authorized to remain avail-
able until expended.

CHAPTER 5—PEACEKEEPING
OPERATIONS

SEC. 2151. PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS.
Section 552(a) of the Foreign Assistance

Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2348a(a)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(a) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the President to carry out the pur-
poses of this chapter, in addition to amounts
otherwise available for such purposes,
$40,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 and $35,000,000
for fiscal year 1997.’’.

TITLE XXII—TRADE AND EXPORT
DEVELOPMENT

SEC. 2201. TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT AGENCY.
(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

Section 661(f)(1) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2421(f)(1)) is amended to
read as follows: ‘‘There are authorized to be
appropriated to the President for purposes of
this section, in addition to funds otherwise
available for such purposes, $67,000,000 for fis-
cal year 1996 and $75,000,000 for fiscal year
1997.’’.

(b) AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-
tion 661(f) of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2421(f)) is
amended by striking paragraph (2) and in-
serting the following:

‘‘(2) AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Amounts appropriated pursuant to para-
graph (1) are authorized to remain available
until expended.’’.
TITLE XXIII—PRIVATE SECTOR, ECO-

NOMIC, AND DEVELOPMENT ASSIST-
ANCE

CHAPTER 1—PRIVATE SECTOR
ENTERPRISE FUNDS

SEC. 2301. SUPPORT FOR PRIVATE SECTOR EN-
TERPRISE FUNDS.

Chapter 1 of part III of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 is amended by inserting
after section 601 (22 U.S.C. 2351) the following
new section:
‘‘SEC. 601A. PRIVATE SECTOR ENTERPRISE

FUNDS.
‘‘(a) AUTHORITY.—(1) The President may

provide funds and support to Enterprise
Funds designated in accordance with sub-
section (b) that are or have been established
for the purposes of promoting—

‘‘(A) development of the private sectors of
eligible countries, including small busi-
nesses, the agricultural sector, and joint
ventures with United States and host coun-
try participants; and

‘‘(B) policies and practices conducive to
private sector development in eligible coun-
tries;
on the same basis as funds and support may
be provided with respect to Enterprise Funds
for Poland and Hungary under the Support
for East European Democracy (SEED) Act of
1989.

‘‘(2) Funds may be made available under
this section notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law.

‘‘(b) COUNTRIES ELIGIBLE FOR ENTERPRISE
FUNDS.—(1) Except as provided in paragraph
(2), the President is authorized to designate
a private, nonprofit organization as eligible
to receive funds and support pursuant to this
section with respect to any country eligible
to receive assistance under part I of this Act
in the same manner and with the same limi-
tations as set forth in section 201(d) of the
Support for East European Democracy
(SEED) Act of 1989.

‘‘(2)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph
(B), the authority of paragraph (1) shall not
apply to any country with respect to which
the President is authorized to designate an
enterprise fund under section 498B(c) of this
Act or section 201 of the Support for East Eu-
ropean Democracy (SEED) Act of 1989.

‘‘(B) The prohibition of subparagraph (A)
shall not apply to the Trans-Caucasus Enter-
prise Fund established under subsection (c).

‘‘(c) TRANS-CAUCASUS ENTERPRISE FUND.—
The President shall designate a private, non-
profit organization under subsection (b) to
carry out this section with respect to the
Trans-Caucasus region of the former Soviet
Union. Such organization shall be known as
the ‘Trans-Caucasus Enterprise Fund’.

‘‘(d) TREATMENT EQUIVALENT TO ENTER-
PRISE FUNDS FOR POLAND AND HUNGARY.—Ex-
cept as otherwise specifically provided in
this section, the provisions contained in sec-
tion 201 of the Support for East European De-
mocracy (SEED) Act of 1989 (excluding the
authorizations of appropriations provided in
subsection (b) of that section) shall apply to
any Enterprise Fund that receives funds and
support under this section. The officers,
members, or employees of an Enterprise
Fund that receive funds and support under
this section shall enjoy the same status
under law that is applicable to officers,
members, or employees of the Enterprise
Funds for Poland and Hungary under the
Support for East European Democracy
(SEED) Act of 1989.
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‘‘(e) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Notwith-

standing any other provision of this section,
the requirement of section 201(p) of the Sup-
port for East European Democracy (SEED)
Act of 1989, that an Enterprise Fund shall be
required to publish an annual report not
later than January 31 each year shall not
apply with respect to an Enterprise Fund
that receives funds and support under this
section for the first twelve months after it is
designated as eligible to receive such funds
and support.

‘‘(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) There are authorized to be appropriated
to the President for purposes of this section,
in addition to funds otherwise available for
such purposes—

‘‘(A) $12,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 to fund
the Trans-Caucasus Enterprise Fund estab-
lished under subsection (d); and

‘‘(B) $52,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 to fund
any enterprise fund authorized to receive
funds under this section other than the
Trans-Caucasus Enterprise Fund.

‘‘(2) Funds appropriated under this sub-
section are authorized to remain available
until expended.’’.

CHAPTER 2—DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE
FUND AND OTHER AUTHORITIES

SEC. 2311. DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE FUND.

(a) SINGLE AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS.—There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the President the total amount of
$2,475,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 and the total
amount of $2,324,000,000 for fiscal year 1997 to
carry out the following authorities in law:

(1) Sections 103, 104, 105, 106, and 108 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (relating to
development assistance).

(2) Chapter 10 of part I of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2294; relating
to the Development Fund for Africa).

(3) Chapter 11 of part I of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2295 et seq.).

(4) The Support for East European Democ-
racy (SEED) Act of 1989 (Public Law 101–179).

(5) Title III of chapter 2 of part I of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2181
et seq.; relating to housing and other credit
guaranty programs).

(6) Section 214 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2174; relating to Amer-
ican Schools and Hospitals Abroad).

(b) POPULAR NAME.—Appropriations made
pursuant to subsection (a) may be referred to
as the ‘‘Development Assistance Fund’’.

(c) PROPORTIONAL ASSISTANCE TO AFRICA.—
Of the funds authorized to be appropriated
by subsection (a), not less than 25 percent
each fiscal year shall be used to carry out
chapter 10 of part I of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2294 et seq.; relating to
the Development Fund for Africa).
SEC. 2312. ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND.

Subsection (a) of section 532 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2346a) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(a)(1) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the President to carry out the pur-
poses of this chapter $2,375,000,000 for the fis-
cal year 1996 and $2,340,000,000 for the fiscal
year 1997.

‘‘(2) Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated by paragraph (1) for each of the fiscal
years 1996 and 1997, $15,000,000 shall be avail-
able only for Cyprus.

‘‘(3) Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated by paragraph (1) for fiscal year 1996,
$15,000,000 shall be available only for the
International Fund for Ireland.

‘‘(4) Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated by paragraph (1) for fiscal year 1996,
$10,000,000 shall be available only for the
rapid development of a prototype industrial
park in the Gaza Strip.’’.

CHAPTER 3—PEACE CORPS
SEC. 2331. PEACE CORPS.

Section 3(b) of the Peace Corps Act (22
U.S.C. 2502(b)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(b) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out the purposes of this Act
$234,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1996
and 1997.’’.

CHAPTER 4—INTERNATIONAL DISASTER
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

SEC. 2341. INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSIST-
ANCE.

Section 492(a) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2292a) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(a) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the President to carry out section
491, in addition to funds otherwise available
for such purposes, $200,000,000 for fiscal year
1996 and $200,000,000 for fiscal year 1997.’’.

TITLE XXIV—PEACE AND SECURITY IN
THE MIDDLE EAST

SEC. 2401. ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND ASSIST-
ANCE FOR ISRAEL.

(a) MINIMUM ALLOCATION.—Of the amounts
made available to carry out chapter 4 of part
II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (re-
lating to the Economic Support Fund) for
fiscal years 1996 and 1997, not less than
$1,200,000,000 for each such fiscal year shall
be available only for Israel.

(b) TERMS OF ASSISTANCE.—The total
amount of funds allocated for Israel each fis-
cal year under subsection (a) shall be made
available as a cash transfer on a grant basis.
Such transfer shall be made on an expedited
basis within 30 days after the beginning of
the fiscal year or the date of enactment of
the Act appropriating such funds, whichever
is later. In exercising the authority of this
subsection, the President shall ensure that
the level of cash transfer made to Israel does
not cause an adverse impact on the total
level of nonmilitary exports from the United
States to Israel.
SEC. 2402. FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING FOR

ISRAEL.
(a) MINIMUM ALLOCATION.—Of the amounts

made available for fiscal years 1996 and 1997
for assistance under the ‘‘Foreign Military
Financing Program’’ account under section
23 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C.
2763), not less than $1,800,000,000 for each
such fiscal year shall be available only for
Israel.

(b) TERMS OF ASSISTANCE.—
(1) GRANT BASIS.—The assistance provided

for Israel for each fiscal year under sub-
section (a) shall be provided on a grant basis.

(2) EXPEDITED DISBURSEMENT.—Such assist-
ance shall be disbursed—

(A) with respect to fiscal year 1996, not
later than 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi-
nancing, and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act, 1996, or by October 31, 1995, which-
ever is later; and

(B) with respect to fiscal year 1997, not
later than 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi-
nancing, and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act, 1997, or by October 31, 1996, which-
ever is later.

(3) ADVANCED WEAPONS SYSTEMS.—To the
extent that the Government of Israel re-
quests that funds be used for such purposes,
funds described in subsection (a) shall, as
agreed by the Government of Israel and the
Government of the United States, be avail-
able for advanced weapons systems, of which
not less than $475,000,000 for each fiscal year
shall be available only for procurement in Is-
rael of defense articles and defense services,
including research and development.
SEC. 2403. ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND ASSIST-

ANCE FOR EGYPT.
Of the amounts made available to carry

out chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assist-

ance Act of 1961 (relating to the Economic
Support Fund) for fiscal years 1996 and 1997,
not less than $815,000,000 for each such fiscal
year shall be available only for Egypt.
SEC. 2404. FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING FOR

EGYPT.
(a) MINIMUM ALLOCATION.—Of the amounts

made available for fiscal years 1996 and 1997
for assistance under the ‘‘Foreign Military
Financing Program’’ account under section
23 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C.
2763), not less than $1,300,000,000 for each
such fiscal year shall be available only for
Egypt.

(b) TERMS OF ASSISTANCE.—The assistance
provided for Egypt for each fiscal year under
subsection (a) shall be provided on a grant
basis.

TITLE XXV—INTERNATIONAL
ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS

SEC. 2501. VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS; UNITED
NATIONS CHILDREN’S FUND.

Section 302(a) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2222(a)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(a)(1) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the President, in addition to funds
otherwise available for such purpose,
$225,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, and
$225,000,000 for fiscal year 1997, for voluntary
contributions under this chapter to inter-
national organizations and programs, of
which amounts not less than $103,000,000 for
each fiscal year shall be available only for
the United Nations Children’s Fund
(UNICEF).

‘‘(2) Funds appropriated pursuant to para-
graph (1) are authorized to remain available
until expended.’’.
SEC. 2502. REPLENISHMENT OF THE ASIAN DE-

VELOPMENT BANK.
The Asian Development Bank Act (22

U.S.C. 285–285aa) is amended by adding at the
end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 31. FOURTH REPLENISHMENT.

‘‘(a) SUBSCRIPTION AUTHORITY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The United States Gov-

ernor of the Bank may, on behalf of the
United States, subscribe to 276,105 shares of
the increase in the capital stock of the
Bank—

‘‘(A) 5,522 of which shall be shares of paid-
in capital stock; and

‘‘(B) 270,583 of which shall be shares of call-
able capital stock.

‘‘(2) SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATIONS.—The au-
thority provided by paragraph (1) shall be ef-
fective only to such extent or in such
amounts as are provided in advance in appro-
priations Acts.

‘‘(b) LIMITATIONS ON AUTHORIZATION OF AP-
PROPRIATIONS.—For the subscription author-
ized by subsection (a), there are authorized
to be appropriated to the Secretary of the
Treasury $13,320,000 for each of the fiscal
years 1996 and 1997.’’.

TITLE XXVI—EFFECTIVE DATE
SEC. 2601. EFFECTIVE DATE.

Except as otherwise provided, this division,
and the amendments made by this division,
shall take effect on October 1, 1995.

BOXER (AND FEINSTEIN)
AMENDMENT NO. 2032

Mr. KERRY (for Mrs. BOXER, for her-
self and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) proposed an
amendment to the bill S. 908, supra; as
follows:

Strike all page 1, line 6 through page 2,
line 2–3 and insert the following new section.

(a) The Senate finds that—
(1) Peter H. Wu, known as Harry Wu, at-

tempted to enter the People’s Republic of
China on June 19, 1995;
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(2) Harry Wu, a 58-year-old American citi-

zen, was traveling on a valid United States
passport and a valid visa issued by the Chi-
nese authorities;

(3) the Chinese Foreign Ministry notified
the United States Embassy in Beijing of
Harry Wu’s detention on Friday, June 23;

(4) the United States Embassy in Beijing
approached the Chinese Foreign Ministry on
Monday, June 26, to issue an official de-
marche for the detention of an American cit-
izen;

(5) the terms of the United States-People’s
Republic of China Consular Convention on
February 19, 1982, require that United States
Government officials shall be accorded ac-
cess to a detained American citizen as soon
as possible, but not more than 48 hours after
the United States has been notified of such
detention;

(6) on June 28, the highest ranking rep-
resentative of the People’s Republic of China
in the United States refused to offer the
United States Government any information
on Harry Wu’s whereabouts or the charges
brought against him;

(7) by denying consular officials access to
Harry Wu, the Government of the People’s
Republic of China violated the terms of its
Consular Convention;

(8) on July 8, the People’s Republic of
China formally charged Harry Wu, with espi-
onage, which is a capital crime;

(9) Harry Wu, who was born in China, has
already spent 19 years in Chinese prisons;

(10) Harry Wu has dedicated his life to the
betterment of the human rights situation in
the People’s Republic of China;

(11) Harry Wu first detailed to the United
States Congress the practice of using prison
labor to produce products for export from
China to other countries;

(12) Harry Wu testified before the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations of the Senate on
May 4, 1995, informing the Committee, the
Senate, and the American people about
human rights abuses in Chinese prisons;

(13) on June 2, 1995, the President of the
United States announced his determination
that further extension of the waiver author-
ity granted by section 402(c) of the Trade Act
of 1974 (Public Law 93–618; 88 Stat. 1978), also
known as ‘‘Jackson-Vanik’’, will substan-
tially promote freedom of emigration from
the People’s Republic of China;

(14) this waiver authority will allow the
People’s Republic of China to receive the
lowest tariff rates possible, also known as
Most-Favored-Nation trading status, for a
period of 12 months beginning on July 4, 1995;

(15) the Chinese government and people
benefit substantially from the continuation
of such trading benefits;

(b) The Senate condemns the arrest of
Harry Wu, urges his immediate return, and
expresses deep concern for his well being.

(c) It is the sense of the Senate that—
(1) the People’s Republic of China must

comply with its commitments under the
United States-People’s Republic of China
Consular Convention of February 19, 1982;

(2) the President of the United States
should use every diplomatic means available
to ensure Harry Wu’s safe and expeditious re-
turn to the United States;

(3) United States citizens who are partici-
pants in the United Nations Fourth World
Conference on Women should strongly urge
the release of Harry Wu at every appropriate
public and private opportunity.

HUTCHISON (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2033

Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself, Mr.
GRAMM, Mr. COATS, Mr. HELMS, Mr.
GRAMS, Mr. SMITH, Mr. KEMPTHORNE,

Mr. INHOFE, Mr. LOTT, Mr. NICKLES, and
Mr. DEWINE) proposed an amendment
to the bill S. 908, supra, as follows:

On page 91, between lines 4 and 5, insert
the following new section:
SEC. 319. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON UNITED NA-

TIONS FOURTH WORLD CON-
FERENCE ON WOMEN IN BEIJING,
CHINA.

It is the Sense of the Congress that—
(1) the United Nations Fourth World Con-

ference on Women in Beijing, China, should
promote a representative American perspec-
tive on issues of equality, peace, and devel-
opment; and

(2) in the event the United States sends a
delegation to the Conference, the United
States delegation should use the voice and
vote of the United States—

(A) to ensure that the biological and social
activity of motherhood is recognized as a
valuable and worthwhile endeavor that
should in no way, in its form or actions, be
demeaned by society or by the state;

(B) to ensure that the traditional family is
upheld as the fundamental unit of society
upon which healthy cultures are built and,
therefore, receives esteem and protection by
society and the state; and

(C) to define or agree with any definitions
that define gender as the biological classi-
fication of male and female, which are the
two sexes of the human being.

f

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEE TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Finance be permitted to meet Monday,
July 31, 1995, beginning at 9:30 a.m. in
room SD–215, to conduct a hearing on
Medicare fraud and abuse.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

THE SITUATION ON CYPRUS

∑ Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the fall
of communism and the reunification of
Europe makes it easy to forget that
there is still one country in the world
that remains artificially divided. I am
speaking of Cyprus, which has been di-
vided since 1974, when the Turkish
military intervened on the island to
stop a bloody coup that was threaten-
ing to become an all-out attack against
the smaller Turkish Cypriot commu-
nity there.

There is now some movement in the
effort to find a solution to the Cyprus
issue that has lingered for so long;
longer, in fact, than the 21 years which
have passed since the Turkish military
action. The truth is that the physical
partition of the island was the logical
result of the de facto partition that oc-
curred in the early 1960’s, when Greek
Cypriot extremists began a campaign
to drive the Turkish Cypriots off the
island forever. That is why U.N. peace-
keepers have been on Cyprus since
1963—more than a decade prior to the
intervention of 1974.

Brian Crozier, a contributing editor
at the National Review, has recently

written an article for the magazine en-
titled ‘‘The Forgotten Republic,’’
which provides an excellent review of
the situation on Cyprus. I commend it
to anyone interested in Cyprus, and
submit it for publication in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

[From the National Review, June 12, 1995]
THE FORGOTTEN REPUBLIC

(By Brian Crozier)
Lidice is remembered with sorrow and

anger: the Czech village razed by the Nazis,
its inhabitants massacred. I was unaware of
the similar fate of Sandallar and Atlilar, in
the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus.

There is not much to see: a few burnt-out
houses, and two simple monuments to the in-
habitants. The dead at Sandallar numbered
89, including some old people and a baby of
four months. The toll at Atlilar was 37, in-
cluding two babies, in 16 days old, the other
15 months.

The Greeks who carried out the massacres
included a few uniformed members of the Na-
tional Guard, armed with machine-guns, and
civilians who knew their victims and called
them out by name to meet their fate.

The date is important. The deeds were
done on August 14, 1974, less than a month
after a Turkish force of six thousand troops
and forty tanks had landed near Kyrenia.
Was it an invasion? Or a rescue operation?
Or, more neutrally, just a landing? It all de-
pends on who you are, and where you stand.

A backward look is necessary. This was not
my first visit to this beautiful Mediterra-
nean island, only 40 miles from Turkey (and
560 miles from Greece). I had gone there 39
years ago, when the Greek Cypriot terrorist
movement, EOKA, led by a political bandit
called George Grivas, was in full swing.
Grivas had one simple aim: Enosis, or union
with Greece.

At that time, in 1956, Cyprus was still a
British colony, and Britain was not eager to
hang onto it. The dismantling of the British
Empire was already well under way, but Cy-
prus was a tough case with some 100,000
Turkish Cypriots, scattered in vulnerable en-
claves, and perhaps five times as many
Greeks.

EOKA’s initials were designed to confuse:
they stood for National Organization for the
Cyprus Struggle, but meant in reality, ‘‘for
Greek Cypriots and uninon with Greece.’’
There was no room in EOKA for Cypriots of
Turkish origin.

Cyprus, indeed, was a fully qualified mem-
ber of the New World Disorder before History
began again after the collapse of the Soviet
system. Cyprus reminds me of Ireland: two
ethnic and religious communities living on
the same island, the majority wanting to
control the minority, and the minority look-
ing to a nearby ancestral homeland for pro-
tection.

During the EOKA terror campaign (1955–58)
hundreds of Turks were killed and more than
30 villages destroyed (logically, one might
say, since Grivas was committed to eliminat-
ing all ‘‘traitors,’’ defined as opponents of
Enosis).

The British achieved their aim of getting
out of Cyprus in 1959 after meetings with the
Greek and Turkish governments, which re-
sulted in the London-Zurich Agreements,
specifying that the two Cypriot communities
would be the founding partners of the forth-
coming republic. As for Enosis, it was out-
lawed; and so, to be fair, was Taksim (parti-
tion); which is what the Turks wanted.

The new Republic that emerged in 1960
was, however, virtually stillborn. The presi-
dent, the Greek Orthodox Archbishop
Makarios, is often described as a ‘‘mod-
erate,’’ but the facts are otherwise. He gave
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the Interior Ministry to a known EOKA kill-
er, Polycarpos Yorgadjis, and similar ap-
pointments followed. At the end of 1963, he
moved closer to the Grivas model,
unleashing a secretly trained army of Greek
and Greek Cypriot irregulars against the
Turkish community. The Turks hit back, re-
portedly with arms from Turkey.

Makarios declared the Agreements null
and void and expelled Turkish members of
his government. By late 1963, the small Brit-
ish peace force was out of its depth, and in
mid February 1964, Britain referred the Cy-
prus problem to the U.N. Security Council.
The outcome was another set of initials:
UNFICYP, or the United Nations Peace-
Keeping Force in Cyprus. It came in 1964 and
is still there, more than thirty years on. Be-
fore flying from London to Kyrenia this
time, I watched a relevant installment of a
documentary television series titled A ‘‘Sol-
dier’s Peace,’’ in which the Canadian Major-
General Lewis MacKenzie summed up the
decades of U.N. peace-keeping in a telling
phrase: ‘‘It fails even when it succeeds.’’

The long-drawn-out conflict came to a cli-
max on July 15, 1974, when an ex-EOKA ter-
rorist named Nicos Sampson, with the back-
ing of the Colonels’ regime then in power in
Greece, overthrew Archbishop Makarios and
took over. But not for long. There was an
element of farce in Sampson’s coup, which
put him in power for not quite a week—one
of the shortest-lived takeovers in history.
Within days (on July 23) the Greek Colonels
decided, after seven years in power, to hand
the country over to civilian politicians.

There was, however, drama as well as
farce, for the Turkish military landing had
started on July 20. Of the questions I put to
President Rauf Denktash on my recent visit,
the key one, to me, was whether the Turkish
government had decided unilaterally to in-
tervene, or whether he had asked the Turks
to come in. His reply was frank. He had been
in constant touch with the then premier of
Turkey, Bulent Ecevit, and had pleaded with
him to rescue the heavily out-numbered
Turkish minority.

The Turkish operation was followed by a
massive transfer of populations, obligatory
for the Greeks in the north, voluntary for
the Turks from the south, in fear of a Greek
backlash.

Another glance backward. On my visit in
1956, Denktash had called to see me at my
hotel in Nicosia. Denktash has not changed
very much—a short, now even broader man
of 71. Like his counterpart in southern Cy-
prus, Glavcos Clerides, he is a London-
trained lawyer, and his exposition of the
long crisis and his efforts to solve it was ad-
mirably judicious.

The little Republic needs Denktash, but
came close to losing him in the first round of
the presidential election this April 16, when
he won only 40 per cent of the vote, with his
right-wing rival Dervis Eröglü, close behind.
But in the run-off on the 22nd, he won a fifth
term with 62 per cent.

Meanwhile, back in 1975, the Denktash gov-
ernment, under Turkey’s protection, pro-
claimed a Turkish Cypriot Federated State
on February 13. Initially, Denktash did not
seek international recognition. His aim was
to negotiate a deal with his Greek Cypriot
opposite number, Acting President Clerides,
for a partition of the island into two sepa-
rate, but federally linked, entities.

That was twenty years ago, and the dead-
lock has been frozen ever since. Clerides and
his advisors were not interested in
Denktash’s federal fantasy, as they saw it.
There seemed only one way out, and Rauf
Denktash took it in 1983. He dropped the fed-
eral initiative and, on November 15, pro-
claimed the independence of his enclave,
under the name of ‘‘the Turkish Republic of

Northern Cyprus.’’ Three days later, on the
initiative of the (Greek) Republic of Cyprus,
the UN Security Council voted for non-rec-
ognition of the Northern Republic.

And there, you might think, the matter
rests; except that it does not, and should not.
Life in the unrecognized republic is at least
peaceful, but not as comfortable as it might
be. The Greek Cypriots see to that, by cut-
ting off gas and electricity daily, although
the Turkish northerners hope to have
enough supplies of their own before long. In-
flation is running at 200 percent, and life
without Turkish handouts would be grimmer
still. The Greek government tried to block a
mainland-Turkish move for a customs deal
with the European Union, but eventually
lifted its veto.

In southern Cyprus, meanwhile, there are
worrying signs. For months past, a Russian-
mafia and ex-KGB presence has been building
up there; there is a massive arms build-up as
well ($2 million worth a day, according to
northern sources), including equipment from
the former Warsaw Pact as well as from
NATO via Greece. There are also reliable re-
ports on a still more sinister development,
with the training of anti-Turkish, Leninist
terrorists of the PKK (Kurdish People’s
Party) in the south.

Meanwhile, Turkey’s military presence in
the north has officially grown from 6,000 to
30,000. Unconfirmed whispers put the total at
closer to 130,000. Reminder: Greece and Tur-
key are both members of NATO. In February
1975, the U.S. Congress imposed an arms em-
bargo on Turkey; in retaliation, Turkey
closed 25 U.S. defense installations. Presi-
dent Gerald Ford partially lifted the embar-
go in October 1975 and under a new agree-
ment, the following year, Turkey took con-
trol of the installations and received sub-
stantial grants and credits from the United
States.

Time to declare? In my view, the Turkish
intervention of 1974 was not an invasion, as
widely accepted, but a morally justified res-
cue operation. I understand the Greek ances-
tral memories of Ottoman oppression, but I
do not think they justify Greek Cypriot re-
pression of the peaceful Turkic minority. I
regret the Greek rejection of a federal solu-
tion, which alone makes sense to me. Still
more do I regret the international failure to
recognize the independence of northern Cy-
prus. As it happens, talks on ways to reunite
Cyprus, sponsored by the U.S. and Britain,
opened in London on May 20. This encour-
ages me (but only just) to end on a note of
hope, though not of optimism.∑

f

THE 100TH ANNIVERSARY OF
ALBERT BROS., INC.

∑ Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise today to honor one of Connecti-
cut’s oldest businesses which will be
celebrating its 100th anniversary this
year: Albert Bros., Inc. In 1891, Nathan
and Lewis Albert came to Waterbury,
Ct from their native home of Vilna,
Lithuania. Traveling by horse and
wagon through Connecticut, Nathan
and Lewis Albert began their livelihood
by selling tin goods and buying scrap
metal. In 1895, with the opening of
their own scrap yard, Albert Bros., Inc.
began.

The Albert brothers moved the loca-
tion of their business several times, fi-
nally settling on Judd Street in 1917.
One year later, Lewis left the company
to manage his own coal and oil busi-
ness. Spending over 50 years on Judd

Street, the company survived the
Great Depression and a flood in 1955
and continued to prosper at that loca-
tion for over three decades. In 1971, the
company outgrew the Judd Street loca-
tion and moved to its present location
on East Aurora Street.

In the 1980’s, Albert Bros., Inc. wel-
comed the fourth generation of
Albert’s into the business. With this
came yet another prosperous expansion
for the company.

Currently, Albert Bros., Inc. is one of
the largest scrap metal recyclers/proc-
essors in New England, operating on
both a national and an international
level. Albert Bros. has received numer-
ous awards for the quality of its proc-
essed scrap, and a variety of awards
from the State of Connecticut for its
excellence in workplace safety. The
success of Albert Bros. can be seen by
recognizing its commitment to the
people.

Therefore, in this year of the 100th
anniversary of Albert Bros., Inc., I wish
to commend the company for their
hard work and dedication.∑

f

BEATRICE KAHAN
∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I would
like to take a moment to remember a
woman who spent her life striving to
improve her community, Beatrice
Kahan of Kalkaska. She passed away
earlier this month.

A long time resident of Kalkaska, Be-
atrice Kahan held many public posi-
tions. For her many contributions to
the community she was selected as the
Kalkaska Citizen of the Year and was
recognized as one of the top 10 Women
of the Year by the Zonta Club of Michi-
gan.

Beatrice Kahan served on the
Kalkaska Village Council, the Cos-
metology Board, the Probate Court Ad-
visory Commission, the Trout Memo-
rial Board, and acted as president of
the Kalkaska Chamber of Commerce.
Her contributions to the community
include spearheading the effort to build
sewers in Kalkaska, founding the Inter-
national Dog Races, restoring the
downtown Kalkaska Trout Memorial,
and identifying problems of elderly
abuse.

Mr. President, it is an honor for me
to pay tribute to Beatrice Kahan, a
caring educator who established the K-
College of Cosmetology in Kalkasa and
Traverse City. Many of her former stu-
dents remember her as the person who
gave their lives direction and the skills
they needed to compete in the market-
place. She will be remembered warmly
by her family, friends, and the entire
community.∑

f

BEN ALEXANDER: I’LL BE LOST
WITHOUT HIM

∑ Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, one
of the greatest joys of being a U.S. Sen-
ator is the opportunity to work with
the brightest, most talented young
people in the country. Inevitably, it is
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with a mixed sense of sadness and pride
that one watches them mature and
then move on to the next aspect of
their career. That certainly describes
my feelings today as my upstate direc-
tor, Ben Alexander, leaves to go to law
school.

There are quite a few things that
anyone who has any contact with Ben
will ascertain immediately—he is
smart, he is conscientious, he is tire-
less, and he is relentlessly good na-
tured. If one talks to Ben a little
longer, one will find that he has a volu-
minous knowledge of South Carolina’s
upstate. He can tell you the economic
statistics, election results, business
prospects and wedding announcements
for every town in 10 counties. And he is
just as proficient at expediting a Social
Security case as helping industry and
government build the infrastructure
necessary to a healthy business cli-
mate. In addition, he began an intern
program that has been a boon to both
my office and the many fine univer-
sities found in the upstate. In short,
Ben can do it all and do it all well.

Despite all this obvious talents, I had
some reservations about giving a 22-
year-old primary responsibility for the
most populous area of the State when
he began nearly 7 years ago. On my
first visit to the Greenville area after
Ben had taken over, he picked me up at
the airport and proceeded to reenforce
all my worst fears by getting lost.
Well, we eventually got where we were
going and I later learned that Ben was
famous for his hard work but infamous
for his sense of direction. But there
turned out to be no need to worry. Ben
learned to read a road map just as well
as he could read a political map. And I
can assure you that my office never
took a wrong turn under Ben’s steward-
ship.

Mr. President, I rise today to say
thanks to Ben Alexander for all he has
done for me and for the people of South
Carolina. As he heads off to law school,
he will remain a member of the ex-
tended Hollings family. I appreciate
this opportunity to thank him for a job
well done and to wish him every suc-
cess in the years ahead.∑

f

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
EMERGENCY HIGHWAY RELIEF

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Senate proceed to
immediate consideration of H.R. 2017,
just received from the House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2017) to authorize an increased
Federal share of the costs of certain trans-
portation projects in the District of Colum-
bia for fiscal years 1995 and 1996, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the bill be considered
and deemed read a third time, passed,
the motion to reconsider be laid upon
the table, and that any statements re-
lating to the bill be placed at the ap-
propriate place in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The bill (H.R. 2017) was deemed read
three times and passed.

f

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent the Senate immediately
proceed to executive session to con-
sider all the nominations placed on the
secretary’s desk in the Marine Corps. I
further ask unanimous consent the
nominations be confirmed en bloc, the
motions to reconsider be laid upon the
table en bloc, that any statements re-
lating to the nominations appear at
the appropriate place in the RECORD,
the President be immediately notified
of the Senate’s action, and the Senate
then return to legislative session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The nominations considered and con-
firmed en bloc are as follows:

IN THE MARINE CORPS

Marine Corps nominations beginning An-
thony T. Alauria, and ending Thomas S.
Woodson, which nominations were received
by the Senate and appeared in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD of April 3, 1995.

Marine Corps nominations beginning David
V. Adamiak, and ending John G. Zuppan,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD of May 11, 1995.

f

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume legislative session.

f

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, AUGUST 1,
1995

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent when the Senate com-
pletes its business today it stand in re-
cess until the hour of 9:30 a.m. on Tues-
day, August 1, 1995; that following the
prayer the Journal of proceedings be
deemed approved to date, the time for
the leaders be reserved for their use
later in the day; and that there then be
a period for the transaction of routine
morning business until 10 a.m. with
Senators permitted to speak for up to 5
minutes, with the following exceptions:
Senator FEINSTEIN, 10 minutes; Senator
GLENN, 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that at 10 a.m. the Sen-
ate begin a 15-minute cloture vote on
the State Department reorganization
and the mandatory quorum under rule
XXII be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. I further ask that follow-
ing the first cloture vote the Senate re-
sume consideration of the State De-
partment reorganization bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. I further ask unanimous
consent the Senate stand in recess be-
tween hours of 12:30 p.m. and 2:15 p.m.
for the two party luncheons, and fol-
lowing the recess at 2:15 p.m, the Sen-
ate proceed to a second cloture vote on
the State Department reorganization
and the mandatory quorum under rule
XXII be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

PROGRAM

Mr. DOLE. So, let me just summarize
here for all my colleagues.

For the information of all Senators,
if cloture is not invoked either time on
the State Department reorganization,
it will be the majority leader’s inten-
tion to either resume consideration of
the energy water appropriations bill—
but probably we will not do that unless
some of the problems have been worked
out—or begin consideration of the DOD
authorization bill. Therefore, votes can
be expected to occur throughout Tues-
day’s session with the first vote occur-
ring at 10 a.m.

Also, Senators should expect late ses-
sions this week and the possibility of a
Saturday session, if necessary, to make
progress on the items needed to pass
prior to the August recess, which will
begin sometime in August.

f

ORDER FOR FILING OF FIRST-
DEGREE AMENDMENTS

Mr. DOLE. Also, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the first-degree
amendments may be filed up to 12:30
p.m. on Tuesday and second-degree
amendments may be filed for the first
cloture vote by 10 a.m. and for the sec-
ond cloture vote by 2:15 p.m. in order
for them to qualify postcloture.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I under-
stand the Senator from California
wishes to speak, and the Senator from
Rhode Island. So, if I can just take a
few minutes and I will sort of put us on
automatic.

f

A FINAL TRIBUTE TO GEORGE
ROMNEY

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, in describ-
ing the State of Michigan, the author
John Steinbeck wrote, ‘‘It seemed to
me that the Earth was generous and
outgoing here in the heartland, and
perhaps the people took a cue from it.’’

One person who Steinbeck may have
been thinking of when he wrote those
words was George Romney. And today
Governor Romney’s family and friends
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gathered in Bloomfield Hills, MI, to
pay a final tribute to one of America’s
most generous and outgoing public
servants.

An innovative businessman, an effec-
tive Governor, a dedicated Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development, a
committed members of his church, a
loving husband and father. George
Romney was all of this and more.

But perhaps the title that Governor
Romney cherished above all was the
simple title of American.

During his remarkable life and ca-
reer, George Romney was always fight-
ing for his country, and for the values
that make it great.

He knew that the free enterprise sys-
tem was the engine that moved our
economy forward, and, as a pioneering
businessman, he introduced the com-
pact car to Americans.

George Romney also believed in de-
mocracy, and he chose to leave a very
lucrative career for the opportunity to
make a difference for all Michigan citi-
zens.

And some three decades before
‘‘Reinventing Government’’ became a
national fad, George Romney fought to
reduce the bureaucracy, and to see that
Government remained close to the peo-
ple.

George Romney also was an advocate
for the uniquely American tradition of
neighbor helping neighbor, and after
leaving public service, he founded The
National Center, which was devoted to
increasing voluntarism in America,
and which will stand as one of his leg-
acies.

Another legacy is his family. Gov-
ernor Romney understood that there is
no institution more vital to America’s
survival than the family. He fought for
policies that strengthened all Ameri-
ca’s families, and he took geat pride in
the many accomplishments of his.

I know all Senators join with me in
sending our condolences, to Lenore, his
wife of 64 years, and to his four chil-
dren, 23 grandchildren, and 33 great-
grandchildren.

f

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as I under-
stand it, the Senator from California
wishes to speak for 10 minutes and the
Senator from Rhode Island for 10 min-
utes.

So I ask unanimous consent that if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, the Senate stand in re-
cess under the previous order after the
completion of the remarks by the Sen-
ator from California, Senator BOXER,
and the remarks of the Senator from
Rhode Island, Senator PELL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DEWINE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Under the order, the Senator from
California is recognized.

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you very much,
Mr. President.

FOREIGN RELATIONS
REVITALIZATION ACT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 2033

Mrs. BOXER. I am sorry that the
Senator from Texas left the floor. I un-
derstand the basic premise of her
amendment, which says that the U.N.
Fourth World Conference on Women in
Beijing should promote an authentic
American prospective on issues of
equality, peace, and development. Ab-
solutely that is correct.

But there are a couple of things here
that are just odd, which does not nec-
essarily mean that I will not support
this. But I find it odd that in a resolu-
tion coming before the Senate that the
Senate has to state and go on record
that there are only two genders, male
and female. That is what the facts of
life are. And I just find it kind of odd
to have to say that there are two gen-
ders. So I was going to ask her why she
feels we have to say that.

The other thing I thought was kind
of unusual here is that she implies
this—and I know that she could
straighten it out for me—that single
people are not entitled to protection by
society in this country. That concerns
me because what she says is to ensure
that the traditional family is upheld as
the fundamental unit of society upon
which healthy cultures are built and,
therefore, receives esteem and protec-
tion by society in the State. Of course,
our families and the people in them
should receive full protection of soci-
ety and the country in America. But
are we implying here that if we are not
married, if we are single, you do not
deserve to have those protections? I
hope not.

So I wanted to ask her about that.
But we will put that to the side. Per-
haps when I get to see the Senator in
the morning, she will be able to explain
why we have to have the Senate vote
that there are two genders.

f

ACTION OF THE ETHICS
COMMITTEE

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I was
disappointed to learn that the Ethics
Committee has voted 3 to 3 and is dead-
locked on the issue of public hearings
in the Packwood case, with three Re-
publicans voting against public hear-
ings and three Democrats voting in
favor of public hearings.

I have stated oftentimes on this floor
that if that would be the case, I was
going to offer the amendment, and I
stand by that. I will do that because
not holding open public hearings in a
case that has reached this serious a
level would be the first time in history
that the Senate has failed to do so.

And, Mr. President, I have just
wracked my brain. What is it about
this case that should give a Senator
the right to have his case behind closed
doors? The only thing I can come up
with is the more embarrassing you

make your transgressions, the more
likely you are to get to be heard behind
closed doors. That is a horrible mes-
sage. Or, if it involves sexual mis-
conduct, sexual misconduct, mistreat-
ment of women, or, if this is done by a
woman toward men, misconduct of
human beings because of their sexual-
ity, that you get to have those hear-
ings behind closed doors. What an in-
credible message the Republican mem-
bers of the Ethics Committee have sent
to the American people today. I cannot
figure out any other reason.

I think it is important to note that
the Senator in question got his oppor-
tunity to appear before a committee in
person to talk about what he thought
discrepancies might be in the case and
to look at those Senators eye to eye.
But the women, 17 of them in 18 dif-
ferent cases, do not get that chance.

I hope the American people are fol-
lowing this saga. It is extraordinary.
The women do not have a chance to
come before that committee and look
in their eyes and talk about their hu-
miliation and their pain.

I have to tell you something. When it
comes to this issue, and men and
women who have had this experience
will tell you, you never forget it
whether it was 3 days ago or 30 years
ago. It is that humiliating. You re-
member every single detail. You re-
member how you felt. And it stays
with you for your whole life.

These women do not have the same
chance that this privileged Senator did
to look in the eyes of the Ethics Com-
mittee members and tell them from
their heart what transpired. I think
this is wrong.

Now, on the bright side, the commit-
tee voted 6 to 0 to distribute all the
documents related to the case. That is
my understanding, all the depositions.
That is a good sign. We can at least see
what the depositions say, what the doc-
uments say, about the sexual mis-
conduct, about the allegations of tam-
pering with evidence, about the allega-
tions of trying to get a spouse a job re-
lated to lower alimony payments. We
will get to see the documents.

It is a good thing because I heard di-
rectly from one of my Republican col-
leagues that he was able to see some of
the depositions, and he is not even on
the committee. It is a good thing we
are all getting a chance to see the doc-
uments and the depositions.

But, Mr. President, I have to tell
you, this is like justice half way. You
see the depositions but you do not real-
ly get to see the people, and they do
not get to tell their side. That is like
canceling a trial and just deciding the
guilt or innocence based on paperwork.
That is not justice. That is justice half
way. That is one-sided justice.

I know that not all of my colleagues
are very excited about the fact that I
am going to be offering an amendment,
but I know that each and every one of
my colleagues in their heart believes,
if they felt strongly about this, they
would do it as well because it is about
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the honor of the Senate. It is about the
traditions of the Senate. It is about a
signal we will send if we allow this
deadlock to continue.

Mr. President, I will not take any
more of the Senate’s time on this mat-
ter. There will be much more to say on
it. I will at this time yield my time to
the Senator from Rhode Island if he
wishes to take advantage of the little
extra time.

I yield the floor.
Mr. PELL. I thank the Senator very

much.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island.

f

IN DEFENSE OF THE UNITED
NATIONS

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I wish to
take a moment to outline some of the
concerns I have about the provisions
pertaining to the United Nations in the
bill we have been considering, the
State authorization bill.

Titles II and III of the bill, in my
opinion, amount collectively to an as-
sault on U.S. participation in the U.N.
system. I know that some Americans
have questioned the effectiveness of
the United Nations in certain peace-
keeping operations, such as those in
Somalia and Bosnia, and that there are
lingering concerns about the ability of
the United States to expend resources
on foreign affairs in general.

That being said, I think it is fair to
say there is evidence that a majority of
Americans support U.S. participation
in the U.N. system—particularly when
it comes to U.N. peackeeping. To para-
phrase former Secretary of State
James Baker, U.N. peacekeeping is a
pretty good bargain. For every dollar
the United States spends on U.N.
peacekeeping, we save many more by
preventing conflicts in which we would
otherwise become involved unilater-
ally.

I am therefore distraught and dis-
tressed by this bill’s obvious anti-U.N.
course. If adopted in its present form,
this bill could well establish the foun-
dation for an eventual U.S. withdrawal
from the U.N. system. I think that
would be a disastrous outcome, and one
to which the American public would
strenuously object. As Secretary of
State Christopher noted in a recent let-
ter to me, ‘‘* * * turning our back on
the U.N. would increase the economic,
political, and military burden on the
American people.’’

There are a number of troublesome
sections in this bill relating to the
United Nations. Section 201 authorizes
a reduction of more than $157 million
from the President’s request for the
U.S. assessed contributions to the
United Nations and related agencies.
From there, the fiscal year 1997–99 rec-
ommendations are straightlined—fro-
zen, to be precise—at the fiscal year
1996 levels.

That is a mistake. If we enact this
provision, the Congress will force the
United States to default on treaty obli-

gations and fall further into arrears on
our payments to the United Nations. I
remember how hard I tried to work
with the Bush administration to bring
the United States back from its dead-
beat status at the United Nations;
what a shame it would be for us to fall
behind once more.

Section 203, in a misguided effort to
save the United States money at the
United Nations, calls for the U.N. Gen-
eral Assembly to reformulate the per-
centages of assessed contributions, and
to base those percentages upon each
nation’s share of the world’s total
gross national product. If we were to
follow these guidelines, however, the
U.S. share of total assessed contribu-
tions to the United Nations would eas-
ily exceed our current mandated ceil-
ing of 25 percent. In other words, we
would achieve the exact opposite of
what this section probably intends.

Section 205 is probably the most
problematic of all the U.N. provisions.
This section would have the United
States withhold 50 percent of its as-
sessed peacekeeping dues and 20 per-
cent of its regular contributions, and
would bar payment of all voluntary
peacekeeping contributions, unless the
President were able to certify certain
conditions with regard to the U.N. in-
spector general’s office.

While U.N. reform is a good idea, this
provision sets unworkable standards
for an effective U.N. inspector general.
In other words, the President would
never be able to certify the conditions
set forth in this legislation, nor in
many cases would he want such condi-
tions to arise. In my opinion, by set-
ting such impossible certification re-
quirements, this section is but a thinly
veiled attempt to cut off enormous per-
centages of U.S. funding for the United
Nations. It ought to be modified or,
better yet, deleted.

There are other sections that also
should be revised. I know that Senator
KERRY and I have had discussions with
our Republican counterparts to express
concerns about section 206, a so-called
whistle-blower provision; section 212,
which increases advance notification
requirement for U.N. Security Council
votes; section 217, which creates excep-
tions for U.S. enforcement of U.N.
sanctions regimes; section 220, which
redefines the U.S. concept of a peace-
keeping operation; and finally, sections
313, 316, and 317, which would prohibit
certain U.S. contributions to the ILO
and other international organizations.

Having returned just a short time
ago from the 50th anniversary celebra-
tion of the foundation of the United
Nations, I am convinced more than
ever of the usefulness and necessity of
U.S. participation in the United Na-
tions. It is often repeated—and with
good reason—that if the United Na-
tions did not exist, then the world
would need to invent it. I think it is
high time that the Congress recognized
the good and positive value we get for
spending at the United Nations, and

make the correct decision to reject the
troublesome provisions in this bill.

Mr. President, on July 26, former
Deputy Secretary of State John C.
Whitehead, who is now Chair of the
U.N. Association, wrote to me to out-
line the Association’s assessment of
the U.S. stake in the United Nations. It
is an important statement and offers a
clear and concise argument for contin-
ued U.S. participation in the United
Nations.

Secretary Whitehead’s letter prompt-
ed me to recall my own personal in-
volvement with the United Nations
having been present at its creation. To
be precise, I was an Assistant Sec-
retary of Committee III—the Enforce-
ment Arrangements Committee—and
worked specifically on what became ar-
ticles 43, 44, and 45 of the charter.
These articles are as relevant now as
they were 50 years ago.

To my mind, the charter has been
more than mere words and paper, more
than a blueprint of an organizational
structure. To me, the charter is a vi-
brant and dynamic force, willed into
being by the collective hopes and
dreams of the participants in the San
Francisco conference. Although experi-
ence has proven that the charter has
not always lived up to such high expec-
tations, the last 50 years have proven
that collective security is a pretty
sound concept for relations between
states. It therefore pains me to see this
debate in Congress over the future of
U.S. participation in the U.N. system.

If the United States abandons the
United Nations, the United Nations
could well meet the same fate as the
League of Nations. I think our interest
lies in remaining solidly behind the
United Nations. The U.S. failure to
support the League of Nations is pre-
cisely why the League failed. We
should not let the same thing happen
to the United Nations. In the coming
years, I can easily foresee that the
United States will need the United Na-
tions to intervene in areas of conflict
or to tackle issues such as the inter-
national environment, world hunger,
and refugee crises.

It is unfair and shortsighted to judge
the United Nations solely on its suc-
cess or failure in dealing with an in-
tractable, longstanding ethnic conflict
such as that in the former Yugoslavia.
Rather, we should look at its 50 year’s
worth of experience in promoting col-
lective security, humanitarian assist-
ance and international cooperation in
the environment and other areas.

The record, I would argue, has been
good, and with a little work, the future
holds real promise. My hope is that 50
years from now, when the United Na-
tions celebrates its 100 year anniver-
sary, our children will look back and
remember this time as the turning
point.

I ask unanimous consent that Sec-
retary Whitehead’s letter be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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U.N. ASSOCIATION OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

New York, NY, July 26, 1995.
Hon. CLAIBORNE PELL,
Senate Russell Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR PELL: I am writing to share
with you a policy statement of the United
Nations Association of the United States
(UNA–USA) on the U.S. stake in the United
Nations and U.N. financing, adopted in late
June by UNA–USA’s national convention on
the occasion of the 50th anniversary of the
signing of the United Nations Charter.

It is a serious yet succinct statement on an
issue of considerable importance, with major
implications for the Congress. We hope you
will find it of interest. UNA–USA is eager to
make a constructive contribution to the pol-
icy debate.

We would be pleased to share any reactions
with UNA–USA’s 25,000 members.

Sincerely,
JOHN C. WHITEHEAD,

Chairman of the Association.
Enclosure.

FINANCING THE UNITED NATIONS

The greatest threat today to the U.N.’s ef-
fectiveness and even survival is the cancer of
financial insolvency. Countries slow to pay
their share include many that are small. But
it is the massive delinquencies of the United
States that have plunged the Organization
into chronic crisis and sapped its capacity to
respond to emergencies and new needs.

The services provided by international or-
ganizations are, objectively, quite cheap—es-
pecially in comparison with the sums we
spend on other dimensions of national secu-
rity, such as the military, as backup in the
event that diplomacy and the U.N. machin-
ery fail. The annual U.S. assessments for
peacekeeping worldwide are less than the po-
lice budget for the nation’s largest city.
Total American contributions, voluntary as
well as obligatory, for all agencies of the
U.N. system amount to $7 per capita (com-
pared to some $1,000 per capita for the De-
fense Department)

Some object that U.N. peacekeeping costs
have exploded over the past decade, from a
U.S. share of $53 million in 1985 to $1.08 bil-
lion projected for 1995. But the end of the
Cold War that sparked that increase, by free-
ing the U.N. to be an effective agent of con-
flict management, also allowed for far larger
reductions in other U.S. security spending:
Over the same decade, Pentagon budgets
have fallen $34 billion. Increased reliance on
U.N. collective security operations nec-
essarily complements our defense savings.
Moreover, U.N. costs are spread among all
member states, and constitute a truly cost-
effective bargain for all.

However, at a time of hard budget choices,
many national politicians see U.N. contribu-
tions as an easy target. They are misguided.
In asserting that national parliaments can
unilaterally set their nations’ assessment
levels, claim offsets from assessed obliga-
tions for voluntary peacekeeping contribu-
tions, and impose policy conditions for pay-
ment of their agreed share of expenses, some
Washington politicians jeopardize the insti-
tutional underpinnings of the world commu-
nity. No multilateral organization—whether
the U.N., the World Bank, or NATO—can
long survive if member states play by such
rules.

In ratifying the U.N. Charter, every mem-
ber state assented in law to the financial ob-
ligations of U.N. membership. Virtually all
of America’s allies in the industrialized
world fulfill those obligations to the United
Nations—in full, on time, and without condi-
tions. Until relatively recently, so did the
United States. It must do so again.

America’s leaders must recommit this na-
tion to full and timely payment of assessed
contributions to the U.N. and related organi-
zations, including prompt retirement of ar-
rears accumulated over the past decade. Fi-
nancial unreliability leaves our institutions
of common purpose vulnerable and ineffi-
cient. We must sustain—and, where needed,
increase—our voluntary financial support of
the U.N. system’s many vital activities in
the economic and social fields as well as
peace and security. We should press for as-
sessment scales that fairly reflect nations’
relative capacity to pay, and explore other
means, including minimal fees on inter-
national transactions of appropriate types,
to ensure that funds to pay for the U.N. sys-
tem budgets that member states approve do,
in fact, materialize.

AMERICA’S STAKE IN THE UNITED NATIONS

Fifty years ago we, the people of the Unit-
ed States, joined in common purpose and
shared commitment with the people of 50
other nations. The most catastrophic war in
history had convinced nations that no coun-
try could any longer be safe and secure in
isolation. From this realization was born the
United Nations—the idea of a genuine world
community and a framework for solving
human problems that transcend national
boundaries. Since then, technology and eco-
nomics have transformed ‘‘world commu-
nity’’ from a phrase to a fact, and if the
World War II generation had not already es-
tablished the U.N. system, today’s would
have to create it.

The founders of the United Nations were
clairvoyant in many ways. The Charter an-
ticipated decolonization; called for ‘‘respect
for human rights and fundamental freedoms
for all without distinction as to race, sex,
language, or religion’’; and set up the insti-
tutional framework ‘‘for the promotion of
the economic and social advancement of all
peoples.’’ In meeting the Charter’s chal-
lenges, we make for a more secure and pros-
perous world.

Through the U.N. system, many serious
conflicts have been contained or concluded.
Diseases have been controlled or eradicated,
children immunized, refugees protected and
fed. Nations have set standards on issues of
common concern—ranging from human
rights to environmental survival to radio
frequencies. Collective action has also
furthered particular U.S. government inter-
ests, such as averting a widening war in the
Middle East into which Washington might
otherwise be drawn. After half a century, the
U.N. remains a unique investment yielding
multiple dividends for Americans and others
alike.

The U.N.’s mandate to preserve peace and
security was long hobbled by the Cold War,
whose end has allowed the institutions of
global security to spring to life. The five per-
manent members of the Security Council
now meet and function as a cohesive group,
and what the Council has lost in rhetorical
drama it has more than gained in forging
common policies. Starting with the Reagan
Administration’s effort to marshal the Secu-
rity Council to help bring an end to the Iran-
Iraq war in 1988, every U.S. administration
has turned to the U.N. for collective action
to help maintain or restore peace. Common
policy may not always result in success, but
neither does unilateral policy—and, unlike
unilateral intervention, it spreads costs and
risks widely and may help avoid policy disas-
ters.

Paradoxically, the end of the Cold War has
also given rise in the U.S. to a resurgent iso-
lationism, along with calls for unilateral, go-
it-alone policies. Developments in many
places that once would have stirred alarm

are now viewed with indifference. When they
do excite American political interest, the
impulse is often to respond unilaterally in
the conviction that only Washington can do
the job and do it right. Without a Soviet
threat, some Americans imagine we can re-
nounce ‘‘foreign entanglements.’’ Growing
hostility to U.N. peacekeeping in some polit-
ical circles reflects, in large measure, the
shortsighted idea that America has little at
stake in the maintenance of a peaceful
world. In some quarters, resentment smol-
ders at any hint of reciprocal obligations;
but in a country founded on the rule of law,
the notion that law should rule among na-
tions ought not to be controversial.

The political impulse to go it alone surges
at precisely the moment when nations have
become deeply interconnected. The need for
international teamwork has never been
clearer. Goods, capital, news, entertainment,
and ideas flow across national borders with
astonishing speed. So do refugees, diseases,
drugs, environmental degradation, terror-
ists, and currency crashes.

The institutions of the U.N. system are not
perfect, but they remain our best tools for
concerted international action. Just as
Americans often seek to reform our own gov-
ernment, we must press for improvement of
the U.N. system. Fragmented and of limited
power, prone to political paralysis, bureau-
cratic torpor, and opaque accountability, the
U.N. system requires reform—but not wreck-
ing. Governments and citizens must press for
changes that improve agencies’ efficiency,
enhance their responsiveness, and make
them accountable to the world’s publics they
were created to serve. Our world institutions
can only be strengthened with the informed
engagement of national leaders, press, and
the public at large.

The American people have not lost their
commitment to the United Nations and to
the rule of law. They reaffirm it consist-
ently, whether in opinion surveys or UNICEF
campaigns. Recognizing the public’s senti-
ment, the foes of America’s U.N. commit-
ment—unilateralists, isolationists, or what-
ever—do not call openly for rejecting the
U.N. as they had earlier rejected outright
the League of Nations. But the systematic
paring back of our commitment to inter-
national law and participation in institu-
tions would have the same effect.

In this 50th anniversary year, America’s
leaders should rededicate the nation to the
promise of a more peaceful and prosperous
world contained in the U.N. Charter. In that
spirit, the United Nations Association of the
United States calls on the people and govern-
ment of the United States, and those of all
other U.N. member states, to join in
strengthening the United Nations system for
the 21st century:

In particular, we call for action in five
areas, which will be the top policy priorities
of UNA–USA as we enter the U.N.’s second
half-century;

Reliable financing of the United Nations
system.

Strong and effective U.N. machinery to
help keep the peace.

Promotion of broad-based and sustainable
world economic growth.

Vigorous defense of human rights and pro-
tection of displaced populations.

Control, reduction, or elimination of high-
ly destructive weaponry.

I yield the floor.
f

RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 9:30 a.m., August 1, 1995.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES 11042 July 31, 1995
Thereupon, at 8:07 p.m., the Senate

recessed until Tuesday, August 1, 1995,
at 9:30 a.m.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate July 31, 1995:

IN THE MARINE CORPS

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING ANTHONY T.
ALAURIA, AND ENDING THOMAS S. WOODSON, WHICH

NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 3,
1995.

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING DAVID V.
ADAMIAK, AND ENDING JOHN G. ZUPPAN, WHICH NOMI-
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 11,
1995.
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MEDICINE AT MARSHALL: CARING
FOR WEST VIRGINIANS

HON. NICK J. RAHALL II
OF WEST VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 31, 1995
Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, sometimes it is

said that people do not appreciate what is in
their own backyards. It then becomes even
more important to recognize the outstanding
accomplishments of the hard-working people
of southern West Virginia. The case in point?
Marshall’s medical school in Huntington.

In the past 10 years, 42 percent of Marshall
University School of Medicine graduates have
entered primary care practice. This gives Mar-
shall the distinction of having the second high-
est rate of primary care graduates in the Na-
tion—which is at least 3 times the national av-
erage.

National recognition of this kind is impres-
sive. But what it says is something even more
important, both for Marshall and for West Vir-
ginia. Primary care—namely family practice,
general internal medicine, and general pediat-
rics—is what West Virginia needs the most.
And people at Marshall are deeply dedicated
to providing it.

The medical school at Marshall has two
goals: providing students a top-quality edu-
cation and improving health and health care
delivery in West Virginia. Besides providing
excellent classroom instruction, a medical edu-
cation at Marshall emphasizes work in clinical
settings, far beyond what most medical
schools offer.

Unlike what is found at most medical
schools, the focus at Marshall is on situations
common to generalists rather than narrow
subspecialists dealing in highly technical
areas. Dr. Bob Walker, the chairman of family
and community health at Marshall, is dedi-
cated to the community-integrated approach of
Marshall’s program. All students are required
to spend at least 1 month in a rural practice,
a requirement which often leads students to
want to continue learning preparation in pri-
mary care in rural areas.

One of the choices available is the rural
physicians associate program, in which se-
lected third-year students are placed in rural
clinics for up to 9 consecutive months. Other
programs include the accelerated residency in
family practice program at Marshall, which lets
some medical students combine their fourth
year of medical school and the first year of a
family practice residency, and Marshall’s fel-
lowship program in rural family practice, which
matches family physicians with nonprofit
health agencies in rural communities.

The medical students are taught by dedi-
cated physicians, who often teach on a volun-
teer basis. These professionals believe in
what they do and are deeply committed to
seeing that more students become primary
care providers. With mentors like these, it is
no wonder that Marshall students quickly
catch the enthusiasm primary care providers
have for their field.

Although one-quarter of all Americans live in
rural areas, only 6 percent of medical school
graduates go to rural areas to practice. At
Marshall, people are well aware that it is the
primary care provider who best serves the
needs of a rural area. Marshall graduates
leave the university having learned how to
apply what they are learning in real-life situa-
tions. This is important to West Virginians.
Those who study at Marshall are prepared to
bring their skills to the people of southern
West Virginia. This is an excellent example of
the quality endeavors of people in our State
who work every day to improve the quality of
life for West Virginians. Marshall’s medical
school is training people to be doctors in West
Virginia, and doing a very good job of it.

f

SAVE THE HEADWATERS FOREST

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 31, 1995

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, for 117 years,
family-operated Pacific Lumber Co. was a
model corporation. As owners of the Head-
waters Forest in Humbolt County, CA, Pacific
Lumber’s conservative logging practices left
their forests healthy long after other timber
companies had liquidated. Corporate raider,
Charles Hurwitz, recognized Pacific Lumber
Co. as an undervalued asset and with his
friends Michael Milken and Ivan Boesky or-
chestrated a takeover of Pacific Lumber pri-
marily through high interest, high risk, junk
bonds. In the wake of the takeover, Hurwitz’s
United Savings Association of Texas failed,
costing the taxpayers $1.6 billion. It was the
sixth largest savings and loan failure in U.S.
history.

Hurwitz has been logging the Headwaters
Forest at an unprecedented rate so that he
can pay off his debts. He has tripled the log-
ging of redwood, especially old growth and
since 1986 has cut in excess of 40,000 acres
of redwood and Douglas fir. The company has
only 5,500 acres of virgin redwood and 5,000
acres of virgin Douglas fir left. However,
Hurwitz’s debts from various ventures are so
massive that no amount of logging will help
him balance his accounts. By logging at such
a furious pace, Hurwitz has nearly exhausted
the resources of the forest which will dev-
astate the local timber industry and mean the
loss of hundreds of jobs from the region.

Several court decisions have kept Hurwitz
from logging even further. Still, Hurwitz has
been logging previously restricted parts of the
forest since March and has indicated that he
will log the Headwaters Grove, home of the
last stand of privately owned ancient red-
woods in the world, in September. He has al-
ready violated State and Federal endangered
species law and is clearly not afraid of punish-
ment. Mr. Hurwitz needs to know that the tax-
payers will not stand idly by and watch him
break the law time after time, avoid his mas-

sive public debt and cut down an ancient
grove of 2,000-year-old redwood trees. Unfor-
tunately, it appears that Hurwitz will break the
law once again, but this time he will also com-
pletely ruin one of nature’s greatest treasures.

The Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
[FDIC] is investigating Hurwitz for his role in
the 1988 savings and loan failure. If pros-
ecuted, the FDIC on behalf of the taxpayers
could force Hurwitz to pay back $550 million,
which ironically, conveniently, or justly approxi-
mates his price tag for the Headwaters Forest.
A debt for nature swap is the best way for the
taxpayers to recover their debt from Mr.
Hurwitz and also save the Headwaters Forest
from destruction.

If the public is interested in saving the
Headwaters Forest redwoods from the
chainsaws, then this dept for nature proposal
is our best hope. Voters should let their Mem-
bers of Congress know—and all concerned
taxpayers should urge the FDIC to pursue ag-
gressively its investigation of the failure of
United Savings Association of Texas.

f

OPM PRIVATIZATION:
CONTRACTING OUT TRAINING

HON. CARDISS COLLINS
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 31, 1995

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, the
Office of Personnel Management [OPM] has
become the proving ground for the administra-
tion’s privatization efforts. The types of busi-
ness organizations which OPM has utilized
thus far to spin-off two of its major functions,
training and investigations, have generated
controversy because they do not fit the tradi-
tional mold of a private sector enterprise. But
OPM’s willingness to be innovative in an effort
to ensure that agencies continue to receive
quality services and that its separated employ-
ees have bona fide job opportunities is com-
mendable.

Last month, the subcommittee held a hear-
ing on the first of OPM’s privatization initia-
tives—the proposed formation of an employee
stock ownership plan [ESOP] to conduct back-
ground investigations needed for Federal em-
ployment. Several important issues were ex-
amined, including the viability of the new en-
tity, the amount of savings to be realized, and
whether a private firm could do better or more
cost effective work.

Today, the subcommittee examines OPM’s
decision to transfer its nonresidential training
activities to the USDA Graduate School, a
non-appropriated fund instrumentality [NAFI].
The very same issues raised at the earlier
hearing need to be addressed by the each of
the witnesses.

Mr. Chairman, since you made known your
belief that more than 50 percent of the serv-
ices and activities of the Federal Government
ought to be contracted out, privatization has
become an issue dominating much of the time
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of this subcommittee. While I do not oppose
privatization, I believe that each proposal call-
ing for it must be subjected to an exhaustive
and deliberative review.

f

TRIBUTE TO ROLAND DAVID DEL
CID

HON. JULIAN C. DIXON
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 31, 1995

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay spe-
cial tribute to a young man in my district, Ro-
land David Del Cid, who will be honored by
the Boy Scouts of America on August 21,
1995. On that day, Troop 113 will bestow
upon Roland the highest honor of Eagle Scout
at his honor court ceremony.

An honor graduate of Culver City High
School, Roland has demonstrated dedication
to athletics and academics. He was a varsity
starting player on the Culver City High School
football and baseball teams. Additionally, Ro-
land maintained a 4.2 GPA and is ranked in
the top 10 of his graduating class of 270. Ro-
land has been recognized as a scholar-athlete
by the National Football Foundation and Col-
lege Football Hall of Fame, and he has re-
ceived several other honors for his scholastic
and athletic accomplishments. This fall, he will
enter the Wharton School of Business at the
University of Pennsylvania where he plans to
major in economics.

During his career in the Boy Scouts, Roland
has continued to dedicate himself to the im-
provement of his community and his troop. He
has held several positions in the troop, includ-
ing scribe, patrol leader, assistant patrol lead-
er, senior patrol leader, and troop guide. Ro-
land is also known to be active in recruiting
and training younger scouts. Together with the
rest of Troop 113, Roland has volunteered at
homeless shelters, worked on food drives, and
planted trees.

Roland’s commitment to volunteerism is
best exemplified by his Eagle project, in which
he organized a highly successful blood drive.
Culminating 3 months of organization and
planning, the blood drive collected over 60
pints of blood which was donated to the Amer-
ican Red Cross. I commend his dedication to
this project and community service.

Mr. Speaker, Roland is an exemplary young
man who has shown great commitment to his
family, community, and education. I urge my
colleagues to join me, Troop 113, and Ro-
land’s friends and family in congratulating him
on earning the rank of Eagle Scout, and in ex-
tending our best wishes for continued success
in the future.

f

FOOZLE OF THE WEEK AWARD

HON. PATRICIA SCHROEDER
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 31, 1995

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I confer
the ‘‘Foozle of the Week’’ award on my col-
league, Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. HEFLEY has earned
this award by giving his ‘‘Porker of the Week’’
award to the National Institutes of Health [NIH]
for its $5.5 million grant to the University of

Colorado. He claimed that the grant will mere-
ly fund research on ‘‘why people get fat.’’
Hardly the case.

The NIH grant will establish the Colorado
Clinical Nutrition Research Unit [CNRU], the
only regional research unit of its kind between
Chicago and Los Angeles. CNRU will study
three areas: obesity and diabetes, pediatric
nutrition, and trace mineral metabolism. The
grant will also support a project on nutrition
and premature infants that will help determine
the best diet for the first days of life, as well
as a study on proper nutrition and fitness for
adolescents. Not only are nutrition and proper
eating habits key to a healthy life, but their
emphasis is still lacking in medical training.

Contrary to what my colleague has stated,
obesity is not a problem that can be solved by
simply eating properly and exercising regu-
larly. Medical experts will tell you that there is
no known, definitive cause of obesity.

Mr. HEFLEY also claimed that the NIH
money will not be used for research on can-
cer, AIDS, or juvenile diabetes. The truth is
that obesity is associated with diabetes and
certain types of cancer, as well as with heart
disease, atherosclerosis, hypertension,
strokes, and many other illnesses that cost
this Nation millions of dollars in health care
every year.

The CNRU project brings Colorado into the
forefront of national research in nutrition. My
colleague says that a Colorado university does
not need to study obesity, since obesity is not
a major Colorado problem. That is like saying
that we should only study skin cancer in Cali-
fornia, or that we should restrict study of ger-
ontology to Florida. The Colorado delegation
should be proud that the University of Colo-
rado has consolidated nutritional research in
the Rocky Mountain region and is on its way
to becoming a national leader in health re-
search. I know that I am.

PORKER OF THE WEEK AWARD

Mr. HEFLEY. Madam Speaker, I would
like to tell you about the National Institutes
of Health and its multimillion-dollar grant
to the University of Colorado. This multi-
million-dollar grant is not for cancer re-
search, as one might expect, or for AIDS re-
search, or aid to children in developing coun-
tries, or for juvenile diabetes, or any of the
things you might think this kind of money
would go for. But what it is for is to study
why people get fat.

Now, it does not take this kind of money,
it does not take any money, to figure out
what will result from too many trips to the
refrigerator. In fact, you could spend a for-
tune just buying the magazines and books
that contain the already countless studies on
this subject. Thousands of them have been
done.

Sure, it does appear that there is a certain
medical explanation for some obesity, but
most of the studies seem to indicate that the
way you eat and the way you exercise ex-
plains most of the problem.

It is ironic that this study is being done in
Colorado, which has the lowest percentage of
overweight people in the Nation.

So the National Institutes of Health gets
my porker of the week award this week.

CU NUTRITION CENTER BECOMES REGIONAL
RESEARCH SITE

The University of Colorado Center for
Human Nutrition has received a five-year,
$5.5 million grant from the National Insti-
tutes of Health to form a regional nutrition
research unit, the only one of its kind be-
tween Chicago and Los Angeles.

The Colorado Clinical Nutrition Research
Unit (CNRU), one of 10 in the country, will
focus on research in three areas: obestity
and diabetes, pediatric nutrition and trace
mineral metabolism. The grant will fund
pilot research projects and several ‘‘core
labs’’ to support research already funded
from other sources.

‘‘This award launches Colorado into the
forefront of national research in nutrition,’’
said Michael K. Hambidge, MD, professor of
pediatrics and director of the CU Center for
Human Nutrition. The Center, established in
1988, is part of the University of Colorado
Health Sciences Center.

One project that will benefit from the
grant is a three-year weight control program
that focuses on nutrition and fitness for stu-
dents at Lincoln High School.

‘‘One third of American adults are inactive
and overweight, and rates in adolescents are
at least that high,’’ said James Hill, PhD, as-
sociate professor of pediatrics and program
director. ‘‘Inactive, overweight teens often
become inactive, overweight adults, and they
can develop a number of serious health prob-
lems, including cardiovascular disease and
diabetes.’’

Students in the program take classes three
times a week in nutrition and ‘‘lifetime’’ ac-
tivities such as rollerblading, bicycling,
walking and aerobics. They will also undergo
a number of measurements several times
during the year, including underwater weigh-
ing to determine body composition and a sta-
tionary bike riding to measure aerobic ca-
pacity.

‘‘We hope to prove that an intervention
program like this can have a positive health
impact on adolescents,’’ Dr. Hill said. ‘‘Hope-
fully, it can also be adapted to other
schools.’’

The CNRU grant will also support a pilot
project on nutrition and premature infants,
directed by Patti Thureen, MD, assistant
professor of pediatrics. Dr. Thureen is study-
ing protein utilization in extremely low
birth-weight infants to determine the best
diet for their first days of life.

‘‘There is already some evidence that what
you feed larger premature babies in their
first month of life may affect their long term
developing,’’ she said. ‘‘We think the same
may be true for tinier babies.’’ Her patients
weigh less than 1,000 grams, or approxi-
mately two pounds, and are 10 to 15 weeks
premature.

Premature infants are traditionally fed a
mixture of water and glucose intravenously
for the first two to three days after birth. Dr.
Thureen and her colleagues think that the
infants may grow better if they are fed a diet
closer to that which they receive from the
placenta in utero—a mixture of water, pro-
tein, fat, vitamins and minerals.

The CNRU will consolidate nutrition re-
search in the Rocky Mountain region, help-
ing others extend their research beyond what
they can do for themselves, said Dr.
Hambidge. The Center already coordinates
research with Colorado State University
through the CU–CSU Nutrition Consortium,
and Dr. Hambridge hopes to form similar
partnerships with other universities in the
region.

f

COMMENDATION FOR COL. JAY
McNULTY

HON. G.V. (SONNY) MONTGOMERY
OF MISSISSIPPI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 31, 1995

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, August
31 will mark the end of a very distinguished
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career in the U.S. Army with the official retire-
ment of Col. Jay McNulty. It also will mean the
House of Representatives will lose the serv-
ices of an individual who is the epitome of pro-
fessionalism.

For slightly over 28 years, Jay has served in
his Nation’s uniform with great distinction. He
served two tours of duty in Vietnam, first with
the 11th Armored Cavalry Regiment
(Blackhorse) and then the 1st Squadron of the
1st Regiment of Dragoons (Blackhawk). As a
former armored officer myself in World War II
and during Korea, I feel a special kindredship
with Jay because of our similar military duty.

Since 1993, Colonel McNulty has served as
Chief of Army Liaison to the U.S. House of
Representatives. I am sure my colleagues will
join me in commending Jay for the many
times he has been of help to them and their
constituents. He has served the Army well in
this position.

On a more personal note, I appreciate the
excellent job Jay did in planning and making
arrangements for our trip to observe the 50th
anniversary of D-day in England and Nor-
mandy last year. I believe we had the largest
congressional delegation to ever attend a sin-
gle event, not to mention the many other dele-
gations from other countries. The trip was a
logistical nightmare, but thanks to Colonel
McNulty and his dedicated staff it was one of
the smoothest trips I have been on.

Jay, we will miss you and certainly wish you
well in the future as you take on new chal-
lenges. We thank you for your service to the
House and the Nation. You truly have been a
credit to the uniform you wear.

f

THE IMPORTANCE OF SECTION 29
TO LANDFILL GAS PROJECTS

HON. NANCY L. JOHNSON
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 31, 1995

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speak-
er, I am introducing today a bill to extend a tax
credit in section 29 of the Internal Revenue
Code for producing gas from biomass or syn-
thetic fuels from coal. The credit expires at the
end of next year. My bill would extend it for
another 4 years through the year 2000.

This tax credit was originally enacted in
1980 in the aftermath of the oil embargo as an
inducement for Americans to look for fuel in
unusual places. The country had just gone
through oil shortages, long lines at gasoline
stations, spiralling inflation, and record-high in-
terest rates driven by the increase in energy
prices, followed by a deep recession. We were
determined not be be held hostage again. To
this end, Congress enacted a series of meas-
ures intended to use what fuel we have more
efficiently and to give business incentives to
tap sunlight, wind, geothermal fluid, biomass,
and similar resources for fuel.

The section 29 tax credit was part of the
strategy. It was a credit of $3 for the equiva-
lent of each barrel of oil in energy content pro-
duced from a list of unconventional fuels. The
list included gas from Devonian shale, tight
sand formations, coal seams, geopressured
brine and biomass, and synethetic fuels from
coal. None of these fuels could be economi-
cally produced without the credit. Congress
provided for a phaseout of the credit if oil

prices ever reached high enough levels again
so that the market would produce them on its
own. Both the amount of the credit and the
phaseout prices are adjusted each year for in-
flation.

The credit was originally scheduled to expire
in 1989. It has been extended three times.

The last time—in 1992—Congress dras-
tically cut back the list of fuels that qualify to
only two: gas from biomass and synthetic fuel
from coal. An example of gas from biomass is
methane produced by decomposing garbage
at landfills.

To a degree, the logic for continuing the
credit shifted by 1992. In the case of landfill
gas, the credit produced important environ-
mental benefits by collecting a dangerous
greenhouse gas that might otherwise be re-
leased into the atmosphere. This was on top
of tapping a potentially useful fuel that was
otherwise going to waste. In the case of syn-
thetic fuels from coal, the country has tremen-
dous coal reserves, but coal can be a dirty
fuel and there was a desire to continue efforts
to develop coal-based fuels as an alternative
to burning straight coal.

Why extend the credit again? My main inter-
est is in seeing an incentive remain on the
books to tap methane gas at landfills. We still
are not doing enough in this area.

Methane gas at landfills is a serious health
and safety hazard. It must find an outlet or it
can explode. During the 1980’s, there were
more than two dozen life-threatening explo-
sions and at least three deaths at U.S. land-
fills.

There are two possible outlets for landfill
gases. Gas can migrate underground to ad-
joining properties, where it can kill or stunt
vegetation by displacing oxygen from the
ground. Alternatively, it can escape into the at-
mosphere. Contaminants in the gas contribute
to air pollution and mix with sunlight to create
smog.

Landfill operators control the gas either by
installing so-called passive systems, like
trenches, barriers and vents to prevent gas
from migrating underground and to give it an
outlet into the atmosphere, or by installing so-
called active systems where the gas is
pumped to the surface and either flared, vent-
ed, or collected for use as a fuel.

Use as fuel is still rare. There are approxi-
mately 6,000 landfills in the United States. At
the end of 1990, gas was geing collected for
fuel at just 97. In 1995, the figure is still only
143.

Last year, the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency created a special Landfill Methane
Outreach Program in an effort to encourage
more collection of landfill gas for use as fuel.
Methane is a greenhouse gas that contributes
to global warming. It is the second largest
contributor to global warming after carbon di-
oxide, and landfills are the single largest
source of methane emissions, accounting for
more than a third of total methane.

Greenhouse gases are expected to increase
by 14.5 percent during the 1990’s. The Clinton
administration committed in April 1993 to hold
greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels. The
Landfill Methane Outreach Program is an ef-
fort to avert this increase. EPA is preparing a
report to Congress on barriers to landfill gas
projects, it has set up a hotline to cut through
redtape, and it is in the process of signing co-
operative agreements with States and utilities
to encourage more landfill gas production.

Air pollution officials—not just at EPA but
also at the State and local levels—are eager
to see the tax credit extended. The credit is
just starting to have an effect at landfills. Most
landfill owners have only recently become
aware of it, and the pace of landfill gas devel-
opment is increasing noticeably. It took almost
15 years to get the word out. There was al-
most a 50-percent increase in landfill gas
projects in the last 5 years. The credit needs
more time to reach its potential.

EPA estimates that approximately 750 of
the 6,000 landfills in the United States are
candidates for landfill gas production. The ex-
perts believe it will not happen without the
credit.

My bill would do four things.
First, it would extend the credit. The credit

is currently scheduled to expire for projects
placed in service after December 1996. Under
the bill, this deadline would be pushed back 4
years through the year 2000.

Second, it would push back the so-called
expiration date for the credit by a commensu-
rate number of years. Under current law, land-
fill gas projects must be in service by next
year, but if they meet this deadline, then they
qualify for tax credits on the gas produced
through the current expiration date, 2007. My
bill would push back the expiration date by 4
years through 2011.

Third, my bill would eliminate a complication
concerning expiration dates. There are two dif-
ferent expiration dates in the statute currently.
The credit expires for pre-1993 projects in
2002. It expires for more recent projects in
2007. My bill would collapse these dates into
a single expiration date of 2011 for all
projects. There is a misconception that having
made an investment to get a landfill gas
project off the ground, the developer will con-
tinue producing gas after the credit expires.
Many projects will not. Landfill gas production
is not economic at most sites without the cred-
it. Production will case, notwithstanding the
capital investment the developer made to get
the project going initially, because he cannot
afford to operate at a loss. In addition, there
are continuing capital costs that must be made
to keep a project operating. Landfills expand.
Garbage shifts underground. Pipes that have
been put underground to collect the gas break
or bend and new ones must be installed.

Finally, my bill would make a technical
change in section 29 that, at a 1994 House
Ways and Means Committee hearing, the
Treasury Department said it does not oppose.
To qualify for section 29 tax credits today, the
person producing the gas must sell it to an un-
related party. The reason for this requirement
is obscure. Most landfill gas is used to gen-
erate electricity for sale to the local utility.
Landfill gas projects are structured currently
so that ownership of the gas collection equip-
ment is in different hands than the electric
generating equipment. It would be simpler if
the producer of the gas could use it himself to
generate the electricity. My bill would allow
him to do just that. The bill would treat the un-
related-party sale requirement as having been
met in cases where the producer uses the gas
to generate electricity which is sold to an unre-
lated party.

The Ways and Means Oversight subcommit-
tee, which I chair, held a hearing on May 9,
1995, about whether to extend certain expiring
tax benefits, including the section 29 credit. I
look forward to extending the credit later this
year before work on new landfill gas projects
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grinds to a halt because developers are wor-
ried there is not enough time to get them into
service.

f

H.R. 2142, THE DEPARTMENT OF
ENERGY LABORATORY MISSIONS
ACT

HON. STEVEN SCHIFF
OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 31, 1995

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, today I am join-
ing my colleague Mr. GEREN in introducing
legislation which will begin to establish the
missions for the Department of Energy’s na-
tional laboratories in the post-cold war Federal
scientific establishment. Specifically, my legis-
lation will establish a procedure for defining
and assigning missions to the Department’s
laboratories which take into account the his-
toric role the laboratories have played, and
continue to play, in the defense of this Nation
and in its scientific and technological success.

I am introducing this legislation in response
to recent studies of the national laboratories,
which clearly show the need for better defined
roles and management. Through their unique
historical missions, DOE’s national labora-
tories have developed core competencies and
scientific capabilities that have contributed and
continue to contribute technology to ensure
the maintenance of the nuclear deterrent and
other elements of our national security. These
laboratories collectively represent an extensive
science and technology resource of people,
facilities, and equipment. The national labora-
tories have established successful collabo-
rative relationships with other Federal agen-
cies, universities, and private industry that
have allowed each partner to share and lever-
age their capabilities. Their contributions to
energy-related and basic science, environ-
mental restoration and waste management,
and other emerging scientific fields are inter-
nationally significant.

Over the years, however, the missions of
the national laboratories have become diffuse.
Congress is now in the process of rethinking
the infrastructure which supports research by
the Federal scientific establishment. I believe it
is, therefore, vital that the laboratories’ pre-
eminence as research facilities and their con-
tributions to the Nation’s overall national secu-
rity, scientific and industrial well-being be rec-
ognized, defined, and focused. Whatever the
final form of our Federal research support in-
frastructure, the national laboratories will have
a prominent role within it.

My legislation first defines a three step pub-
lic process by which the Secretary of Energy,
working with all stakeholders, including Con-
gress, first defines the criteria, then the mis-
sions, and then streamlines, if necessary, the
labs to carry out those missions. H.R. 2142,
the Department of Energy Laboratory Missions
Act, also directs the DOE to cease internal
health, safety, and environmental regulation of
the labs and to transfer those responsibilities
to other appropriate Federal regulatory agen-
cies. Recent reports to the Secretary of En-
ergy indicate this will substantially improve
management of the labs and release scarce
resources to accomplish the labs’ missions.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on Basic
Research of the Committee on Science, I in-

tend to hold hearings on this legislation, and
other related pending legislation this Septem-
ber. I am open to improving the mission-defini-
tion process and management at the Depart-
ment and look forward to hearing from all in-
terested parties at that time.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I like forward to
working with you and the Members of this
House on this legislation.

A section-by-section summary of the legisla-
tion is attached.

SECTION-BY-SECTION SUMMARY, H.R. 2142
The Department of Energy Laboratory

Missions Act
Section 1. Short Title.
‘‘Department of Energy Laboratory Mis-

sions Act’’
Section 2. Definitions.
1. Departmental Laboratory;
2. Federal Laboratory;
3. Relevant Congressional Committees;
4. Secretary.
Title I. Mission Assignment
Section 101. Findings.
1. Labs have developed core missions;
2. Labs continue to contribute to national

security;
3. Labs have helped maintain the peace;
4. Labs represent extensive science and

technology resources that contribute to na-
tional technology goals;

5. Labs have established successful collabo-
rative relationships;

6. Partnerships and cooperative agree-
ments should be encouraged;

7. Labs need well defined and assigned mis-
sions.

Section 102. Missions.
The DOE may maintain labs to advance

the following core missions:
1. To maintain the national security.
A. By providing to nuclear weapons stock-

pile.
B. By assisting with dismantlement of nu-

clear weapons and working to curb prolifera-
tion.

C. Advancing science and technology in the
development of nuclear and conventional
weapons.

2. To ensure the Nation’s energy supply.
3. To conduct basic research in energy-re-

lated science and technology and in emerg-
ing scientific fields.

4. To carry out research and development
for the purpose of minimizing environmental
impacts of the production and use of energy,
nuclear weapons, and materials.

5. To carry out additional missions as as-
signed by the President.

To further its core missions the DOE may
establish mutually beneficial collaborative
partnerships.

Section 103. Procedure for Laboratory Mis-
sion Assignment and Streamlining.

a. Mission Assignment and Streamlining
Criteria.

1. The Secretary shall publish in the Fed-
eral Register, not later than 3 months after
enactment, the criteria for the assignment of
missions to, and streamlining if necessary of
departmental laboratories. The public shall
have 30 days to respond. In developing the
criteria, the Secretary shall consider the fol-
lowing:

A. the unique technical and experimental
capabilities of each lab;

B. unnecessary duplication of effort at the
labs;

C. cost savings or increases due to stream-
lining;

D. appropriateness of research done at the
labs;

E. expert advice from outside individuals.
2. Five months after enactment, Secretary

shall publish in the Federal Register and
transmit to Congress the final criteria.

b. Secretary’s Proposals.
1. Not later than 1 year after enactment

the Secretary shall publish in the Federal
Register and transmit to Congress the Sec-
retary’s proposals for mission assignments
and streamlining.

2. Summary of Process.
The Secretary shall include a summary

and justification of the process used.
c. Availability of Information.
The Secretary shall make all information

available to the Comptroller General.
d. Comptroller General Report.
Fifteen months after enactment the Comp-

troller General shall report to Congress on
the Secretary’s proposals.

Section 104. Assignment of Missions and
Streamlining of Labs.

The Secretary shall:
1. assign the missions as proposed in the

report;
2. streamline the labs as proposed;
3. complete process in 4 years after date re-

port is transmitted.
Section 105. Reports.
Each fiscal year the Secretary shall trans-

mit to Congress:
1. a schedule of mission assignments;
2. any transfer of functions between labs.
Title II. Governance
Section 201. Findings.
1. inordinate internal focus at DOE on

compliance issues;
2. too much emphasis at DOE on oversight

and compliance roles;
3. costs of review groups interferes with re-

search operations;
4. too much influence has been ceded by

DOE to nonregulatory advisory boards;
5. enforcement of environment, safety, and

health rules and regulations is a function of
other government agencies.

Section 202. Elimination of Self-Regula-
tion.

The Department shall implement, but shall
not be the agency of enforcement of, Federal,
State, and local environment, health, and
safety rules and regulations, unless the Sec-
retary certifies a particular action is unique
to DOE and is necessary to maintain human
health and safety.

Section 203. Effective Date.
Title II shall take effect October 1, 1996.

f

RECOGNITION OF PROFESSOR
SUNG-HOU KIM AND PROFESSOR
CARL HUFFAKER

HON. BILL BAKER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 31, 1995

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, recently two out-
standing citizens of my district of San Francis-
co’s East Bay region have been recognized
for their outstanding achievements in the field
of science.

Professor Sung-Hou Kim of the University of
California at Berkeley is one of the newest in-
ductees of the prestigious National Academy
of Science. A resident of Moraga, CA, Profes-
sor Kim is the first American of Korean ances-
try to obtain membership in this exclusive or-
ganization, whose 1,700 members represent
the finest in American science.

As Director of the Lawrence Berkeley Na-
tional Laboratory’s Biodynamics and Structural
Biology Division, Professor Kim addresses
questions relating to molecular communication
and structure. His expertise in x-ray beams
and molecular research is enabling him to
make an important contribution in the develop-
ment of cancer-fighting drugs, chemicals to
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break-down oil spills, and the formulation of a
drug for the HIV virus.

The significance of Professor Kim’s work is
self-apparent. He richly deserves the signal
honor he has received for his valuable efforts.

In addition, another UC-Berkeley professor
(emeritus) has been recognized by the Gov-
ernment of Israel for his work in enhancing the
world’s agriculture. The Israeli-based Wolf
Foundation gave Professor Carl B. Huffaker
the Wolf Prize in Agriculture for his
groundbreaking research in integrated pest
management. This international prize, pre-
sented to Professor Huffaker in March by Is-
raeli President Ezer Weizman, is awarded to
individuals who use their disciplines to benefit
humanity.

This major international award is being
shared by Professor Huffaker and Professor
Perry L. Adkisson of Texas A & M University
for their efforts to combat crop-destroying in-
sects not with pesticides, but other insects.
This innovative, environmentally safe way of
preventing crop devastation has had a major
impact on crop protection worldwide.

Professor Huffaker, who lives in Lafayette,
CA, first came to UC-Berkeley in 1946 as an
assistant entomologist, after which he joined
the faculty. He was director of the university’s
International Center for Integrated and Biologi-
cal Control from 1970–1983.

These two remarkable men are living evi-
dence that uniting one’s gifts with dedication
and perseverance can make a true difference
in the way we live our lives. Professors Kim
and Huffaker have done this for the good of
people throughout the world, and merit our
thanks for their noble work.

f

TRIBUTE TO TARA SALLEE

HON. EARL F. HILLIARD
OF ALABAMA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 31, 1995

Mr. HILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I come before
you today to pay tribute to a young lady from
my office, Ms. Tara Sallee. Ms. Sallee is my
Washington, DC scheduler and special assist-
ant.

At the end of this month, Ms. Sallee will be
going back to Alabama to continue her studies
at the University of Alabama at Birmingham.
She has received a full scholarship so she
may study and receive a master’s degree in
health care administration.

Ms. Sallee is one of the most dedicated
workers that I have ever employed. She has
a work ethic which is second to none. She not
only does a great job at work, but she is also
one of our most popular staff members. Every-
one in our office regards her as one of their
friends. She has an excellent attitude which
this House of Representatives could use more
of in our day to day dealings with one another.
Needless to say, we will all miss her very
much.

Although we will all miss her, I congratulate
her for continuing her education. My congratu-
lations go to Tara, as well as to her mother,
Ms. Daisy Sallee of Montgomery, Alabama.

TRIBUTE TO THE OTTERBEIN-
LEIPSIC RETIREMENT COMMUNITY

HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 31, 1995
Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, it gives me

great pleasure to rise today and pay tribute to
an outstanding organization located in Ohio’s
Fifth Congressional District. On August 1,
1995, the Otterbein-Leipsic Retirement Com-
munity will break ground for its new assisted-
living wing.

The center serves residents from Findlay,
Defiance, Paulding, Napoleon, Fostoria, and
Ottawa. Founded in 1988, it provides a wide
variety of retirement services and living ar-
rangements. The assisted-living project has
been many years in the making and everyone
is very excited about its ground-breaking.

The original Otterbein Home was estab-
lished in 1912. The facility was purchased
from the Shakers at Union Village by the Unit-
ed Brethren Church. Since its humble begin-
nings it has grown to include five campuses
across the State of Ohio.

Selecting a retirement facility can be an ex-
tremely difficult decision for anyone. Otterbein
has been successful because the dedicated
staff at Otterbein-Leipsic understands this and
strives to make the decisionmaking process as
smooth and gentle as possible.

Mr. Speaker, it is obvious that the Otterbein-
Leipsic Retirement Community has benefited
the residents of northwest Ohio. I ask my col-
leagues to join me today in recognizing the
achievements of the center and encouraging
them to continue to uphold what has become
the standard for service in Ohio.
f

INTRODUCTION OF A BILL TO
AMEND THE FEDERAL CROP IN-
SURANCE ACT

HON. PAT ROBERTS
OF KANSAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 31, 1995

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, today I am in-
troducing legislation that would eliminate the
requirement that all agricultural producers
must buy a Federal crop insurance policy if
they are to retain their eligibility for USDA pro-
grams. In return for this flexibility, producers
will give up any possible Federal assistance
for weather-related losses.

The one problem with the new catastrophic
crop insurance program is it imposes a gov-
ernment program on someone who doesn’t
want it. Because any person who receives a
USDA payment must purchase a catastrophic
policy, we have seen landlords with a minimal
interest in a farming operation faced with buy-
ing insurance coverage they do not want and
do not need. As I cited in Subcommittee hear-
ings recently, nine persons with an interest in
three crops in two counties were required to
buy three policies in the two counties costing
$2700. This figure does not include the costs
to the tenant farmer. I can assure my col-
leagues this implementation of crop insurance
reform was not what the Committee intended
and needs to be fixed.

The bill I am introducing will strike this oner-
ous requirement and instead require the pro-

ducer to sign a waiver acknowledging his re-
fusal of crop insurance with the understanding
there will be no disaster assistance provided
in the event the producer suffers a weather-re-
lated disaster. In addition to the commonsense
this brings to the program, the Congressional
Budget Office estimates this provision will
save nearly $180 million during the period
1996 through 2002. That is good news during
these times of budget cuts.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the bill also deals with
a problem summer-fallow farmers experienced
this spring with failed wheat acres. Current law
restricts a producer who intends to plant a
substitute crop to do so only on those acres
where the failed crop was planted. This does
not work in high plains winter wheat country
where a substitute crop will not grow on
ground where the failed crop was growing.
There is insufficient moisture to grow a sub-
stitute crop. The amendment I am introducing
today would allow the crop to be planted on
summer fallow ground where there would be
moisture sufficient to grow a substitute crop so
long as the producer maintained compliance
with his conservation plan.

These amendments are necessary for the
credibility of the crop insurance program and
the flexibility producers need in order to plant
substitute crops. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

f

INTRODUCING THE MARKEY–
MORAN–BURTON–SPRATT
AMENDMENT ON PARENTAL
BLOCKING OF TV SHOWS THAT
HARM CHILDREN

HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 31, 1995

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, today I am in-
troducing into the RECORD the Markey-Moran-
Burton-Spratt amendment on parental blocking
of TV shows that harm children as submitted
to the House Rules Committee. We are intro-
ducing this amendment on behalf of a diverse
coalition of parents, teachers, elementary
school principals, school psychiatrists, church-
es, pediatricians, doctors, and civic organiza-
tions working to combat violence in our
homes, our schools, and on the streets.

Our request is their request—that the rule
for consideration of H.R. 1555 make in order
the Markey-Moran-Burton-Spratt amendment
to promote the health and welfare of children
by including in TV sets technology that par-
ents can use to manage and reduce the flood
of violent, sexual and indecent material deliv-
ered to young children over the television set.

This request is bipartisan, as you will note
from today’s witnesses and from the signa-
tures on the letter we have delivered to you,
Mr. Chairman, in support of this amendment’s
consideration by the full House of Representa-
tives.

The subject of this amendment has received
extensive consideration by the House of Rep-
resentatives during five hearings on television
violence held in the House Telecommuni-
cations Subcommittee in the last Congress
and a similar number in the Senate.

When I first began pressing this techno-
logical defense against TV violence in 1993, I
introduced a bill with the support of 4 Repub-
licans and 10 Democrats.
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When Mr. MORAN, Mr. BURTON, and Mr.

SPRATT and I introduced a new bill in this Con-
gress, 4 Republicans and 25 Democrats
joined us.

When a similar proposal was offered by
Senator CONRAD in June as an amendment to
the Senate counterpart to H.R. 1555, it re-
ceived the support of 32 Republicans and 41
Democrats, passing 73–26.

On July 10, the President of the United
States endorsed this approach, calling the V-
chip ‘‘a little thing but a big deal’’.

And as you know, the letter we delivered
today includes 19 Republicans and 23 Demo-
crats.

So this is a subject of intense interest re-
ceiving broad support from both parties.

It is supported by huge majority of the
American public, with some polls and reader
surveys putting support as high as 90 percent.

Mr. Chairman, its time has come.
The average American child has seen 8,000

murders and 100,000 acts of violence by the
time he or she leaves elementary school.

Parents know what’s going on. I have held
five hearings over the last 2 years on the sub-
ject of children and televised violence. In
every hearing I have heard both compelling
testimony about the harmful effects of nega-
tive television on young children, and about
the efforts of industry to reduce gratuitous vio-
lence. But parents don’t care whether the vio-
lence is gratuitous or not. When you have
young children in your home, you want to re-
duce all violence to a minimum.

That’s why parents are not impressed with
the temporary promises of broadcast execu-
tives to do better. Parents know that the good
deeds of one are quickly undermined by the
bad deeds of another.

The pattern is familiar. Parents plea for help
in coping with the sheer volume and escalat-
ing graphics of TV violence and sexual mate-
rial. Congress expresses concern. The indus-
try screams first amendment. The press says
they’re both right, calling on Congress to hold
off and calling on industry to tone things down.

Meanwhile, parents get no help.
Until parents actually have the power to

manage their own TV sets using blocking
technology, parents will remain dependent on
the values and programming choices of ex-
ecutives in Los Angeles and New York who,
after all, are trying to maximize viewership, not
meet the needs of parents.

Mr. Chairman, here is what the amendment
would do:

First, we will give the industry a year to de-
velop a ratings system and activate blocking
technology on a voluntary basis. If they fail to
act, then the legislation will require the FCC
to:

First, form an advisory committee, including
parents and industry, to develop a ratings sys-
tem to give parents advance warning of mate-
rial that might be harmful to children; Please
note that the government does not do the rat-
ings.

Second, require that any ratings imple-
mented by a broadcaster be transmitted to TV
receivers, and

Third, require TV set manufacturers to in-
clude blocking technology in new TV sets so
that parents can block programs that are
rated, of block programs by time or by pro-
gram.

We want both the House and the Senate on
record as favoring this simple, first amend-

ment friendly, parent-friendly, child-friendly so-
lution to this ongoing problem.

You will hear arguments from some that this
technological way of dealing with the problem
of TV violence is akin to Big Brother. It’s ex-
actly the opposite. It’s more like Big Mother
and Big Father. Parents take control.

And we know this technology works. In this
country, the Electronics Industries Association
has already developed standards for it. In
Canada, a test in homes in Edmonton proved
that it works and works well.

This is not a panacea. It will take some time
for enough new sets to be purchased to have
an impact on the Nielsen ratings and, there-
fore, an impact on advertisers. But its intro-
duction in the cable world through set-top
boxes is likely to be much more rapid. The
cable industry has said that it is prepared to
move forward with a V-chip approach as long
as broadcasters move forward as well.

And the Electronic Industries Association
has already agreed to introduce the tech-
nology into sets that would allow up to four
levels of violence or sexual material to be
rated.

Only the broadcasters have remained ada-
mant in their opposition. They are opposed
because the V-chip will work so well, not be-
cause it won’t work. It will take only a small
number of parents in key demographic groups
using the V-chip to test the willingness of ad-
vertisers to support violent programming.

Parents will have the capacity to customize
their own sets—to create their own private
safe harbor—to protect their own children as
they see fit.

I urge my colleagues to support this impor-
tant initiative.
f

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND-
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996

SPEECH OF

HON. ANNA G. ESHOO
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, July 28, 1995

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 2099) making ap-
propriations for the Departments of Veter-
ans Affairs and Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and of-
fices for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1996, and for other purposes:

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong
support of the Stokes/Boehlert amendment.

The VA–HUD bill drives a stake through the
heart of our Nation’s environmental laws. The
new majority apparently doesn’t think cutting
EPA’s budget by 34 percent is enough—
they’ve weighed the bill down with restrictions
on EPA spending which ties their hands in im-
plementing and enforcing critically important
programs for the protection of the American
people.

The riders on the bill would prohibit EPA
from spending any money on programs which
protect wetlands, control polluted runoff, pre-
vent raw sewage from being discharged into
our waters, implement the 1990 Clean Air Act
amendments, and then proceed with new

standards for arsenic and radioactive pollut-
ants in our drinking water.

Mr. Chairman, more than 35 million people
would be exposed to significant levels of ar-
senic in their drinking water, heightening can-
cer risks across our Nation.

And while the republicans are proposing
that EPA’s ability to protect the health of
American citizens be decimated, they are giv-
ing special favors and granting exemptions to
environmental laws to their friends in the oil
and gas industry and cement kiln operators.

The Stokes/Boehlert amendment strips the
appropriations bill of these legislative riders
and enables the EPA, with the limited re-
sources it has left, to implement the laws that
the American people want, need and support
which protect their air, water, and overall
health.

I thank the gentlemen for offering this
amendment and urge my colleagues to sup-
port it.

f

HONORING THE 100TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF LONG BEACH POLY-
TECHNIC HIGH SCHOOL

HON. STEPHEN HORN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 31, 1995

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to sa-
lute the 100th anniversary of Long Beach
Polytechnic High School—a much-loved, ven-
erable institution in Long Beach, CA, which
has been producing scholars and champions
for the past century.

Poly high, as it is affectionately known, had
humble beginnings in the chapel of a local
church, but a strong—for the time—starting
enrollment. At that time, 1895, Long Beach
was a modest village of approximately 2,000
residents. The Federal census counted 2,252
in 1900. Though small in number, these early
citizens saw learning as a large part of their
children’s lives. The first school had begun in
1885, with under a dozen students in a tent
loaned by the local postmaster, when the
community numbered 12 families. Ten years
later, with over 100 elementary school stu-
dents studying in their own building, an elec-
tion was held on September 3, 1895, to deter-
mine whether a high school district should be
formed in Long Beach. The vote in favor was
unanimous. Two weeks later—in an era when
education beyond the eighth grade was not
the norm—43 9th, 10th, and 11th graders
began classes with a faculty of two: Professor
Walter Bailey and Mrs. Hattie Mason Willard.

Three years later, in 1898, the community’s
strong desire for a high school education for
one and all supported the opening of a sepa-
rate high school building—the first in Los An-
geles County outside of the city of Los Ange-
les. They even levied a special tax on them-
selves to raise the $10,000 to cover the city’s
part of the construction costs.

The new high school was known as Amer-
ican Avenue High School for its location and
offered a strong, but limited program primarily
aimed at preparing students for college. The
quality of instruction was so high that 6 years
after opening its doors, the high school was
accredited by the University of California, thus
permitting its graduates to enter the university
without passing special examinations.
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By 1910, Long Beach had rapidly grown into

a city of 18,000 and its high school was over-
flowing with students. Residents not only saw
a need for a larger high school, but also for an
expanded curriculum that would offer tech-
nical-vocational courses in addition to the col-
lege preparatory classes. They wisely knew
that such a school would appeal to many
young people who had not been interested in
the more traditional type of educational pro-
gram.

That year, a $240,000 bond issue was
passed to build a new type of high school that
would offer technical-vocational courses as
well as a college preparatory curriculum. In
1911, it opened its doors at the corner of 16th
Street and Atlantic Avenue in Long Beach and
has stood there ever since as Long Beach
Polytechnic High School. In 1910, the site was
considered so far on the outskirts of town that
‘‘only jack rabbits were out there.’’ This some-
what derisive comment led to the selection of
Poly’s mascot, the jack rabbit. Bearing the de-
ceptively benign title of the Mighty Jack Rab-
bits, Poly High’s athletic teams have gone on
to win numerous championships and to
produce many professionals and Olympic ath-
letes.

In addition to offering a well-rounded, poly-
technic curriculum designed to meet the needs
of all the community’s young people, Poly has
also provided experiences in self-governing for
its students. In the early part of this century,
student government was not a common activ-
ity in high schools. But a Poly teacher during
this era, Miss Jane Harnet, worked to add this
important learning activity to the school’s
courses. In the 1913–14 Poly student year-
book, the Cerulea—from the adjective mean-
ing of the color sky blue—student Stanley Har-
vey wrote: ‘‘The students of the Long Beach
Polytechnic High School have a privilege not
generally accorded in most high schools, in
that they have an organized student body with
both elective and appointive offices who have
charge of all assemblies, entertainments, lit-
erary activities, etc., provided that they pass
the two faculty members of the Commission.’’

The Long Beach community’s commitment
to the finest educational experiences for all
students also extended to students of varied
backgrounds. Poly High has long-served as a
model for providing a first-rate education for a
multi-ethnic student body. The student body
has been integrated from the school’s first
days, and Poly High has a decades-long tradi-
tion of educating young people to appreciate
and respect those of differing backgrounds
and cultures. In the years following the Sec-
ond World War, Japanese-Americans return-
ing from the relocation camps sent their chil-
dren there—the same school that their parents
had attended in the 1920’s and 1930’s. Those
Japanese-American sons and daughters who
enrolled in the 1940’s and returned to Long
Beach saw their children later join a large, ra-
cially mixed student body of African-Ameri-
cans, Anglos, and Latinos. With over 40,000
Cambodians in Long Beach and many Viet-
namese and overseas Chinese, Poly High
today embraces a large Southeast Asian pop-
ulation as well.

Recently, I visited Poly High and met with
the cadet corps as well as students in Amer-
ican Government. What an outstanding group
of young Americans. The cadets were ener-
getic, dedicated, and motivated beyond their
years.

In many ways, alumni from Poly High follow
their school’s motto: Enter to learn, go forth to
serve. From celebrities such as Van Johnson,
Billie Jean King, Marilyn Horne, and young
film star Cameron Diaz; to countless commu-
nity activists to heroes of the First and Second
World Wars, Korea, Vietnam, and the Persian
Gulf war; students from Poly have made their
mark. One graduate, Lorraine Miller Collins,
became Long Beach’s major philantrophist—
funding the Miller Children’s Hospital, a rare
book room in the public library, and an inter-
national house and Japanese garden at Cali-
fornia State University, Long Beach.

I am pleased that my two children are Poly
graduates, as are three of my staff members.
My wife, Nini, served as president of the par-
ent-teacher association and, for many years,
was also a member of the Poly High Commu-
nity Interracial Committee. The PACE program
at Poly has attracted bright students of all
ethnicities and races from all parts of the city.
The number of college acceptances is proof
that this fine high school is truly producing
scholars and champions.

Beginning near the end of the 19th century
in a small building on the outskirts of town,
Poly High has grown through the 20th century
to become a leading urban educational institu-
tion. Its history is one of community commit-
ment to a quality education for all. Its grad-
uates are models of the value a community re-
ceives in return for an early investment in and
commitment to education. Today, Long Beach
Polytechnic High School stands as testimony
to the importance placed on education by the
citizens—then and now—of Long Beach, CA.

Congratulations again on your 100th birth-
day, Poly High, may you have many more
years of service to our community, our State,
and our Nation.
f

NASA: LOOKING TO SPACE

HON. WAYNE ALLARD
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 31, 1995
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, I would like to

take a minute to show my support for NASA
and the space station. NASA is a critical in-
vestment in America’s future. The contribu-
tions made by NASA have provided major
breakthroughs in science and technology,
which in turn, have contributed to long-term
economic growth and provided opportunities
for future generations.

Technology is rapidly changing, and NASA
has been a major part of that change, with its
long range research focus. While the private
sector should be the principal place for devel-
oping new and improved technologies, many
of NASA’s investments have led to spinoffs
which have been successfully incorporated
into the marketplace—for example: Virtual re-
ality, color and 3-dimensional graphics, lan-
guage translators, compact discs, heart rate
monitors, water purification and filters, breast
cancer detection, microlasers, fireman’s air
tanks, and emission tests.

Even with these innovations, NASA has re-
mained focused on its one core mission:
Space exploration. NASA’s mission does not
interfere or compete with private industry.
NASA stands as a strong example of how
government research can compliment private
industry research.

I have always had the utmost respect for
the research by NASA but in the past I have
not always been their strongest ally. I have
voted against the NASA budget the space sta-
tion when I believed NASA was wasting re-
sources and moving away from their core mis-
sion. Though it took much prodding from Con-
gress and a major reduction in their budget, I
strongly believe NASA is now one of the
leanest and most productive agencies of the
Federal Government.

Earlier this year, the Budget Committee held
hearings on corporate downsizing. At these
hearings, we heard from General Electric and
Kodak. They told the committee how they suc-
cessfully downsized their companies while
producing more. With their reduced budget,
this is exactly what NASA has accomplished.
NASA’s budget has already been reduced by
35 percent since fiscal year 1993 and has re-
duced its work force to its lowest level since
1961. The agency has stepped up to the chal-
lenge and is accomplishing more while spend-
ing less. For example, NASA’s new mission
control saved millions of dollars by buying and
using marketplace computers and technology.
I believe NASA is an example that all agen-
cies and departments should follow.

Since I have been in Congress, the space
station has been extensively debated. Today,
the redesigned station is less expensive and
more capable. The new design saves $5 bil-
lion in developmental costs, reduces annual
operating costs by half, and expands the sta-
tion’s research capabilities. The space station
will conduct valuable medical and techno-
logical research which can have great benefits
for the future. In addition, the station is a co-
operative project with Russia, Japan, Canada
and member nations of the European Space
Agency. This project brings together the
world’s best and brightest scientists to work
for solutions to problems here on Earth.

Congress should not turn its back on the fu-
ture. It is imperative that America remains first
in technological advancements. We need tech-
nology to move this country forward. NASA is
a sound investment which can help facilitate
new technological innovations and discoveries
that will lead America into the 21st century.

f

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE,
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI-
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1996

SPEECH OF

HON. LOUIS STOKES
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, July 26, 1995

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 2076) making ap-
propriations for the Departments of Com-
merce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and
related agencies for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1996, and for other purposes:

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong
opposition to H.R. 2076, Making Appropria-
tions for the Department of Commerce, Jus-
tice, and State, the Judiciary, and Related
Agencies for Fiscal Year 1996. This bill will
cripple many of our Nations most important
governmental functions so that the interests of
the American people will not be well served.
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The Departments of Commerce, Justice,

and State, the Judiciary, and Related Agen-
cies appropriation bill allocates a total of $27.6
billion in fiscal year 1996. Excluding the
money from the violent crime control trust
fund, established in the 1994 Crime Control
Act (PL 103–322), this bill appropriates 13
percent less than requested by the Clinton ad-
ministration. This legislation also cuts the
Commerce Department by 17 percent, and the
State Department and the Judiciary by 9 per-
cent.

In addition to these overall reductions the
bill eliminates funding for many governmental
programs that have proven to be excellent in-
vestments of Federal dollars. H.R. 2076, elimi-
nates the advanced technology program that
has created thousands of jobs across this Na-
tion. The bill also eliminates the State Justice
Institute, which provides assistance to State
justice programs and the Small Business Ad-
ministration Office of Advocacy to name just a
few.

In the justice portion of the bill, the Commit-
tee has failed to follow through with the Presi-
dent’s unprecedented efforts to fight crime.
The bill provides for $816.5 million less than
requested by the Clinton administration for the
Department of Justice. This substantial slash-
ing of funds for many programs which have
played an essential role in protecting our citi-
zens is myopic, and detrimental to our society.

Crime control measures supported by the
administration to prevent crime, hire more po-
lice officers and fight the scourge of drugs, will
be substantially cut or eliminated as a result of
this legislation. H.R. 2076, would eliminate the
highly successful and popular COPS Program
that responds to the public’s desire for an in-
creased police presence in our communities.

In addition to damaging our policing efforts
this bill harms our mothers, daughters, and
sisters by slashing funding for the Violence
Against Women Act. H.R. 2076, removes over
$100 million from this important program to
help protect women from violence.

Mr. Speaker, the appropriation for the De-
partment of Commerce was devastatingly re-

duced by $1.2 billion below the amount re-
quested by the administration. As a result of
the cut to the Department of Commerce con-
tained in H.R. 2076, our Government’s efforts
to promote economic development and tech-
nology advancement will be drastically hin-
dered. The draconian cuts in this legislation in-
cludes a 21-percent cut for the Economic De-
velopment administration. This program in-
cludes many successful programs that have
helped our Nation’s businesses create jobs for
thousands of Americans.

The Small Business Administration alloca-
tion will also be reduced by 36 percent, and
the Office of Advocacy which represents the
interests of small businesses within the Fed-
eral Government will be eliminated. Small
business owners all across this Nation will be
hurt by this extreme cut to the SBA.

Economic opportunities for women and mi-
norities will also be dramatically curtailed by
the legislation we are considering today. The
Minority Business Development Agency will be
cut by over 33 percent. This irresponsible and
unjust slashing of the budget for this important
agency will lead to the foreclosing of economic
opportunities for many Americans who must
also endure the ravages of exclusion and dis-
crimination.

Our efforts to fight systematic discrimination
will be substantially reduced. Civil rights and
equal opportunity are treated as a low priority
by H.R. 2076. The Commission on Civil Rights
will be cut by $2.9 million and the Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission will receive
a staggering $35 million less than what was
requested by the President. The EEOC has
been significantly cut in this bill despite the
fact that the EEOC has a massive backlog of
cases. In addition the EEOC plays an essen-
tial role in our Nation’s efforts to fight employ-
ment discrimination against all Americans.
This disregard for the protection of the con-
stitutionally protected rights of all Americans is
unwarranted and irresponsible.

Next, the Legal Services Corp., that pro-
vides vital legal assistance to poor Americans
who can not afford an attorney has also been

targeted for substantial cuts. In addition to
eliminating $137 million in requested funding,
this appropriations bill prohibits attorneys re-
ceiving Federal assistance from representing
illegal aliens, initiating class action suits or
participating in litigation involving prisoners or
abortion. There are few more sacred rights
possessed by Americans than the their right to
seek redress in the courts. This attack on the
Legal Service Corporation is yet another at-
tempt by the new Republican majority to
weaken programs which are politically un-
popular with conservatives.

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to add that
the attempt by the majority to curtail essential
governmental services to the American public
is clearly inappropriate. This action cir-
cumvents the appropriate authorizing commit-
tees that should consider the proposed elimi-
nation or weakening of so many important
laws. With limited opportunity for debate and
hearings this ‘‘legislation’’ in an appropriations
bill is clearly an unjustifiable circumvention of
the procedures of the United States House of
Representatives. This attempt to short circuit
the process can only have one result, the
compromise of vital services affecting the
poor, minorities and women and Americans
overall.

It is my belief that H.R. 2076 and the cir-
cumstances under which it is presented in this
House is an attempt to mislead the American
people to believe that simplistic solutions will
cure what ails this Nation. Nothing could be
further from the truth. As our Nation faces an
epidemic of crime, discrimination and poverty,
the solution to these problems will not be
found in quick fixes by slashing programs un-
popular with Republican majority. The Amer-
ican people elected us to act in their best in-
terest, not compromise their welfare because
Government refuses to have the courage to
meet its obligations to all of its citizens.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I would again like to
express my opposition to the misguided prior-
ities this bill represents. I strong encourage all
of my colleagues to vote against H.R. 2076.
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SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS
Title IV of Senate Resolution 4,

agreed to by the Senate on February 4,
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference.
This title requires all such committees
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest—designated by the Rules Com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose
of the meetings, when scheduled, and
any cancellations or changes in the
meetings as they occur.

As an additional procedure along
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest will prepare this information for
printing in the Extensions of Remarks
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
on Monday and Wednesday of each
week.

Meetings scheduled for Tuesday, Au-
gust 1, 1995, may be found in the Daily
Digest of today’s RECORD.

MEETINGS SCHEDULED

AUGUST 2

9:00 a.m.
Governmental Affairs

To hold hearings on the nominations of
Jacob J. Lew, of New York, to be Dep-
uty Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, Jerome A. Stricker,
of Kentucky, and Sheryl R. Marshall,
of Massachusetts, each to be a Member
of the Federal Retirement Thrift In-
vestment Board, William H. LeBlanc
III, of Louisiana, to be a Commissioner
of the Postal Rate Commission, and
Beth Susan Slavet, of Massachusetts,
to be a Member of the Merit Systems
Protection Board.

SD–342
9:30 a.m.

Energy and Natural Resources
Business meeting, to consider the nomi-

nation of John Raymond Garamendi, of
California, to be Deputy Secretary of
the Interior; to be followed by hearings
to discuss leasing of the Arctic oil re-
serve located on the coastal plain of
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge for
oil and gas exploration and production
and the inclusion of the leasing reve-
nues in the Budget Reconciliation.

SD–366
Finance
Social Security and Family Policy Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on the impact of privat-

ization proposals on the Social Secu-
rity Old Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund.

SD–215
Governmental Affairs
Post Office and Civil Service Subcommit-

tee
To hold hearings to review the annual re-

port of the Postmaster General.
SD–342

Judiciary
Administrative Oversight and the Courts

Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed legislation

authorizing funds for the Administra-
tive Conference.

SD–226
Labor and Human Resources

Business meeting, to mark up S. 1028, to
provide increased access to health care
benefits, to provide increased port-

ability of health care benefits, to pro-
vide increased security of health care
benefits, and to increase the purchas-
ing power of individuals and small em-
ployers, S. 593, to authorize the export
of new drugs, and proposed legislation
to authorize funds for programs of the
Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Act.

SD–430
Indian Affairs

To hold oversight hearings on the imple-
mentation of the Indian Tribal Justice
Act (P.L. 103-176).

SR–485
Select on Intelligence

To hold hearings to examine war crimes
in the Balkans.

SD–106
Special on Special Committee

To Investigate Whitewater Development
Corporation and Related Matters

To continue hearings to examine issues
relative to the President’s involvement
with the Whitewater Development Cor-
poration, focusing on certain events
following the death of Deputy White
House Counsel Vincent Foster.

SH–216
10:00 a.m.

Environment and Public Works
Business meeting, to consider pending

calendar business.
SD–406

2:00 p.m.
Environment and Public Works
Clean Air, Wetlands, Private Property, and

Nuclear Safety Subcommittee
To resume oversight hearings on imple-

mentation of section 404 (relating to
wetlands) of the Clean Water Act.

SD–406
Foreign Relations
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs Sub-

committee
To hold hearings to examine Iraqi atroc-

ities against the Kurds.
SD–419

2:30 p.m.
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
International Finance Subcommittee

To hold hearings to examine the Duel
Use Export Control Program.

SD–538
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Aviation Subcommittee

To hold hearings to examine proposals to
reform the operation of the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA).

SR–253
3:30 p.m.

Appropriations
Transportation Subcommittee

Business meeting, to mark up H.R. 2002,
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Transportation and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996.

S–128, Capitol

AUGUST 3

9:00 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

To hold hearings on the nomination of
Jill L. Long, of Indiana, to be Under
Secretary of Agriculture for Rural Eco-
nomic and Community Development,
and to be a Member of the Board of Di-
rectors of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration.

SR–332
Environment and Public Works
Drinking Water, Fisheries, and Wildlife

Subcommittee
To resume hearings on proposed legisla-

tion authorizing funds for programs of
the Endangered Species Act, focusing

on incentives for the conservation of
endangered species and the role of
habitat.

SD–406
9:30 a.m.

Special on Aging
To hold hearings to examine Medicare

health maintenance organization
(HMO) programs and whether the
Health Care Financing Administration
is doing enough to ensure that patients
receive high quality care when they en-
roll in such programs.

SD–628
Special on Special Committee To Inves-

tigate Whitewater Development Cor-
poration and Related Matters

To continue hearings to examine issues
relative to the President’s involvement
with the Whitewater Development Cor-
poration, focusing on certain events
following the death of Deputy White
House Counsel Vincent Foster.

SH–216
10:00 a.m.

Foreign Relations
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs Sub-

committee
To hold hearings to examine United Na-

tion sanctions and Iraqi compliance.
SD–419

Judiciary
Business meeting, to consider pending

calendar business.
SD–226

2:00 p.m.
Judiciary

To hold hearings on pending nomina-
tions.

SD–226

AUGUST 4
9:30 a.m.

Joint Economic
To hold hearings to examine the employ-

ment-unemployment situation for
July.

SD–562
10:00 a.m.

Appropriations
Business meeting, to mark up H.R. 2002,

making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Transportation and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996.

SD–192

AUGUST 9

9:30 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources

To hold hearings on S. 1054, to provide
for the protection of Southeast Alaska
jobs and communities.

SD–366
Indian Affairs

Business meeting, to consider pending
calendar business.

SR–485

AUGUST 10

2:00 p.m.
Judiciary

To hold hearings to examine United
States Sentencing Commission’s co-
caine sentencing policy.

SD–226

POSTPONEMENTS

AUGUST 1

2:00 p.m.
Foreign Relations

To hold hearings on the drug trade in
Mexico and implications for U.S.-Mexi-
can relations.

SD–419
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House passed VA–HUD appropriations bill.

Senate
Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S10911–S11042
Measures Introduced: Five bills were introduced,
as follows: S. 1094–1098.                                    Page S10966

Measures Passed:
District of Columbia Transportation Projects:

Senate passed H.R. 2017, to authorize an increased
Federal share of the costs of certain transportation
projects in the District of Columbia for fiscal years
1995 and 1996, clearing the measure for the Presi-
dent.                                                                                Page S11038

Energy and Water Appropriations, 1996: Senate
began consideration of H.R. 1905, making appro-
priations for energy and water development for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1996.
                                                            Pages S10918–22, S10926–29

Senate may resume consideration of the bill on
Tuesday, August 1, 1995.
Department of State Authorizations: Senate re-
sumed consideration of S. 908, to authorize appro-
priations for the Department of State for fiscal years
1996 through 1999 and to abolish the United States
Information Agency, the United States Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency, and the Agency for Inter-
national Development, taking action on amendments
proposed thereto, as follows: Pages S10929–59, S10961–66

Adopted:
Helms Modified Amendment No. 1914, to im-

prove and modify the bill.                           Pages S10946–49

By 94 yeas to 2 nays (Vote No. 343), Helms
Modified Amendment No. 2026 (to Amendment
No. 2025), to cut $10,000,000 in funds for the
United Nations if the U.N. Secretary General does
not help resolve the overdue debts owned U.S. citi-
zens by diplomats and missions accredited to the
United Nations.                                 Pages S10939–46, S10961

Rejected:
Kennedy Amendment No. 1977, to express the

sense of the Senate that the Senate should debate and

vote on whether to raise the minimum wage before
the end of the first session of the 104th Congress.
(By 49 yeas to 48 nays (Vote No. 344), Senate ta-
bled the amendment.)                     Pages S10949–59, S10962

Nickles/Kassebaum Amendment No. 2029 (to
Amendment No. 1977), to express the sense of the
Senate that the Senate should debate and vote on
comprehensive welfare reform before the end of the
first session of the 104th Congress. (The amendment
fell when Amendment No. 1977, listed above, was
tabled.)                                                   Pages S10955–56, S10962

During earlier consideration of this amendment
today, Senate had agreed to Amendment No. 2029.
                                                                                  Pages S10955–56

Kerrey Amendment No. 2030 (to Amendment
No. 1977), to express the sense of the Senate that
the Senate should debate and vote on whether to
raise the minimum wage before the end of the first
session of the 104th Congress. (The amendment fell
when Amendment No. 1977, listed above, was ta-
bled.)                                                       Pages S10956–59, S10962

Pending:
Dole Amendment No. 2025, to withhold certain

funds for international conferences if funds were ex-
pended for U.S. participation in the United Nations
Fourth World Conference on Women while Harry
Wu was being detained in China.           Pages S10938–46

Helms Amendment No. 2031, to authorize re-
duced levels of appropriations for foreign assistance
programs for fiscal years 1996 and 1997.
                                                                                  Pages S10962–64

Kerry (for Boxer) Amendment No. 2032 (to
Amendment No. 2025), to express the sense of the
Senate regarding the arrest of Harry Wu by the
Government of the People’s Republic of China.
                                                                                  Pages S10964–66

Hutchison Amendment No. 2033 (to Amendment
No. 2025), to express the sense of the Congress that
the United Nations Fourth World Conference on
Women, to be held in Beijing, China, should pro-
mote a representative American perspective on issues
of equality, peace and development.       Pages S10964–66
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During consideration of the bill today, the follow-
ing also occurred:

A second motion was entered to close further de-
bate on the bill and, by unanimous-consent agree-
ment, a vote on the motion will, if necessary, occur
at 2:15 p.m., on Tuesday, August 1, 1995.
                                                                                          Page S10966

Senate will resume consideration of the bill on
Tuesday, August 1, 1995, with a vote on the first
cloture motion to occur at 10 a.m.
Nominations Confirmed: Senate confirmed the fol-
lowing nominations:

Routine lists in the Marine Corps.
                                                                        Pages S11038, S11042

Messages From the House:                             Page S10966

Measures Referred:                                               Page S10966

Measures Placed on Calendar:                      Page S10966

Statements on Introduced Bills:          Pages S10966–71

Additional Cosponsors:                             Pages S10971–72

Amendments Submitted:                 Pages S10972–S11036

Authority for Committees:                              Page S11036

Additional Statements:                              Pages S11036–38

Record Votes: Two record votes were taken today.
(Total–344)                                                Pages S10961, S10962

Recess: Senate convened at 12:30 p.m., and recessed
at 8:07 p.m., until 9:30 a.m., on Tuesday, August
1, 1995. (For Senate’s program, see the remarks of
the Majority Leader in today’s RECORD on page
S11038.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

MEDICARE FRAUD AND ABUSE
Committee on Finance: Committee held hearings to ex-
amine proposals to reduce fraud, waste and abuse in
the Medicare program, including S. 1088, to provide
for enhanced penalties for health care fraud, receiv-
ing testimony from Senator Cohen; June Gibbs
Brown, Inspector General, Department of Labor and
Human Services; Sarah F. Jaggar, Director, Health
Financing and Policy Issues, Health, Education and
Human Services Division, General Accounting Of-
fice; Charles L. Owens, Financial Crimes Section,
Federal Bureau of Investigation, Department of Jus-
tice; and Paul N. Van de Water, Assistant Director,
Budget Analysis Division, Congressional Budget Of-
fice.

Hearings were recessed subject to call.

h

House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Bills Introduced: 6 public bills, H.R. 2142–2147;
and 1 resolution, H. Con. Res. 89 were introduced.
                                                                                            Page H8063

Reports Filed: Reports were filed as follows:
H.R. 701, to authorize the Secretary of Agri-

culture to convey lands to the City of Rolla, Mis-
souri, amended (H. Rept. 104–215);

H.R. 1974, to modify the boundaries of the
Talladega National Forest, Alabama, amended (H.
Rept. 104–216);

H.R. 2017, to authorize an increased Federal share
of the costs of certain transportation projects in the
District of Columbia for fiscal years 1995 and 1996,
amended (H. Rept. 104–217, Part 1); and

H.R. 1675, to amend the National Wildlife Ref-
uge System Administration Act of 1966 to improve
the management of the National Wildlife Refuge
System, amended (H. Rept. 104–218).          Page H8062

Speaker Pro Tempore: Read a letter from the
Speaker wherein he designates Representative Everett
to act as Speaker pro tempore for today.        Page H7993

Recess: House recessed at 10:48 a.m. and recon-
vened at noon.                                                             Page H7995

Committees To Sit: The following committees and
their subcommittees received permission to sit today
during proceedings of the House under the 5-minute
rule: Committees on International Relations, Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight, and the Judiciary.
                                                                                            Page H7996

Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie: House passed
H.R. 714, to establish the Midewin National
Tallgrass Prairie in the State of Illinois.
                                                                             Pages H7996–H8001

Agreed to the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, as amended by the Emerson
technical amendment.                                              Page H8001
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Rolla Ranger District Land Conveyance: House
passed H.R. 701, to authorize the Secretary of Agri-
culture to convey lands to the city of Rolla, Mis-
souri.                                                                         Pages H8001–02

Agreed to the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute.                                                   Page H8002

Talladega National Forest: House passed H.R.
1874, to modify the boundaries of the Talladega Na-
tional Forest, Alabama.                                   Pages H8002–04

Agreed to the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute.                                                   Page H8004

Recess: House recessed at 1:28 p.m. and reconvened
at 2 p.m.                                                                         Page H8010

D.C. Emergency Highway Relief: House voted to
suspend the rules and pass H.R. 2017, amended, to
authorize an increased Federal share of the costs of
certain transportation projects in the District of Co-
lumbia for fiscal years 1995 and 1996.
                                                                                    Pages H8010–14

Recess: House recessed at 4:30 p.m. and reconvened
at 6:02 p.m.                                                                  Page H8031

VA–HUD Appropriations: By a yea-and-nay vote
of 228 yeas to 193 nays, Roll No. 607, the House
passed H.R. 2099, making appropriations for the
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and for sundry independent
agencies, boards, commissions, corporations, and of-
fices for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1996.
                                            Pages H8015–22, H8031–34, H8038–52

By a yea-and-nay vote of 198 yeas to 222 nays,
Roll No. 606, rejected the Stokes motion to recom-
mit the bill to the Committee on Appropriations
with instructions to report it back forthwith contain-
ing an amendment that provides limitations placed
on EPA activities would not apply when it is made
known that the limitation would restrict the ability
of EPA to protect humans against exposure to ar-
senic, benzene, dioxin, lead, or any known carcino-
gen.                                                                           Pages H8050–51

On a demand for a separate vote, rejected the
Stoke amendment that sought to strike language
that prohibits or limits EPA’s ability to promulgate,
enforce, implement, or take certain actions author-
ized under environmental laws and food safety laws
(rejected by a yea-and-nay vote of 210 yeas to 210
nays, Roll No. 605). This amendment had been
agreed to in the Committee of the Whole on Friday,
July 28, by a recorded vote of 212 ayes to 206 noes,
Roll No. 599).                                                     Pages H8049–50

Rejected:
The Durbin amendment that sought to provide

that any limitation on use of EPA funds would not
apply to the Agency’s environmental programs and
compliance provisions when it is made known that

the limitation would restrict the Agency’s ability to
protect humans against exposure to arsenic, benzene,
dioxin, lead, or any known carcinogen (rejected by
a recorded vote of 188 ayes to 228 noes, Roll No.
602);                                                                         Pages H8045–46

The Dingell amendment that sought to increase
funding for the Superfund program by $440 million
and reduce funding for FEMA disaster relief by $186
million (rejected by a recorded vote of 155 ayes to
261 noes, Roll No. 603); and
                                                                Pages H8016–20, H8046–47

The Ensign amendment that sought to increase
VA medical care to $16.961 billion, reduce NASA’s
human space flight by $89.5 million, and reduce the
National Science Foundation research and related ac-
tivities by $235 million (rejected by a recorded vote
of 121 ayes to 296 noes, Roll No. 604).
                                                                Pages H8031–34, H8047–48

A point of order was sustained against the
Weldon of Florida amendment that sought to trans-
fer $154.7 million from the FEMA disaster relief ac-
count to the VA major project construction account
for a medical facility in Brevard County.
                                                                                    Pages H8044–45

The Dornan amendment was offered but subse-
quently withdrawn that sought to prohibit use of
funds for the Senior Environmental Employment
Program.                                                                 Pages H8038–40

Defense Appropriations: House completed all gen-
eral debate and began reading for amendment on
H.R. 2126, making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1996; but came to no resolution thereon. Read-
ing for amendment under the 5-minute rule will re-
sume on Tuesday, August 1.                        Pages H8052–60

Agreed To:
The Neumann amendment that reduces the oper-

ational support aircraft program by $50 million;
                                                                                            Page H8057

The Obey amendment that reduces by $50 mil-
lion the Defense-wide operation and maintenance ac-
count; and                                                              Pages H8057–58

The Furse amendment that reduces the Air Force
aircraft procurement account by $21.9 million.
                                                                                    Pages H8059–60

The Skaggs amendment was offered but subse-
quently withdrawn that sought to reduce the De-
fense-wide operations and maintenance account by
$5 million and add $5 million to the Intelligence
Community Management account.                   Page H8058

H. Res. 205, the rule under which the bill is
being considered, was agreed to earlier by a yea-and-
nay vote of 409 yeas to 1 nay, Roll No. 601.
                                                                                    Pages H8034–38
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Adjournment Waiver: House agreed to H. Con.
Res. 89, waiving provisions of the Legislative Reor-
ganization Act of 1970 requiring adjournment of
Congress by July 31.                                                Page H8060

Senate Messages: Message received from the Senate
today appears on page H7995.
Amendments Ordered Printed: Amendments or-
dered printed pursuant to the rule appear on pages
H8063–68.
Quorum Calls—Votes: Four yea-and-nay votes and
three recorded votes developed during the proceed-
ings of the House today and appear on pages
H8037–38, H8046, H8046–47, H8047–48,
H8049–50, H8051, and H8051–52. There were no
quorum calls.
Adjournment: Met at 10:30 a.m. and adjourned at
10:17 p.m.

Committee Meetings
OVERSIGHT—WACO
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight: Sub-
committee on National Security, International Af-
fairs, and Criminal Justice and the Subcommittee on
Crime of the Committee on the Judiciary continued
joint oversight hearings on Federal Law Enforcement
Actions in Relation to the Branch Davidian
Compound in Waco, Texas. Testimony was heard
from the following officials of the Department of
Justice: Edward S.G. Dennis, Jr., former Assistant
Attorney General, Criminal Division; Jeffery Jamar,
former SAC in San Antonio, Dick Rogers, former
Head of Hostage Rescue Team, R.J. Craig, Special
Agent, James McGee, Special Agent, John Morrison,
Special Agent and Byron Sage, SSRA in Austin, all
with the FBI; and Ambassador H. Allen Holmes,
Assistant Secretary, Special Operations and Low In-
tensity Conflict, Department of Defense.

Will continue tomorrow.

POLITICAL AND SOCIAL CHANGE IN NEW
ZEALAND
Committee on International Relations: Subcommittee on
Asia and the Pacific held a hearing on Political and
Social Change in New Zealand. Testimony was heard
from Sandra O’Leary, Deputy Assistant Secretary,
East Asian and Pacific Affairs, Department of State;
and public witnesses.

COMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1995
Committee on Rules: Heard testimony but took no ac-
tion on H.R. 1555, Communications Act of 1995.
Testimony was heard from Chairman Bliley, Rep-
resentatives Fields, Oxley, Barton of Texas, Paxon,
Crapo, Cox, Chairman Hyde, and Representatives

Goodlatte, Wolf, Burton of Indiana, Morella, Shays,
Manzullo, Bunn, Frelinghuysen, Dingell, Markey,
Wyden, Hall of Texas, Towns, Stupak, Conyers,
Lofgren, Spratt, Mfume, Kanjorski, Moran, Orton,
and Underwood.
f

NEW PUBLIC LAW
(For last listing of Public Laws, see DAILY DIGEST p. D941)

S. 523, to amend the Colorado River Basin Salin-
ity Control Act to authorize additional measures to
carry out the control of salinity upstream of imperial
dam in a cost-effective manner. Signed July 28,
1995. (P.L. 104–20)
f

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR TUESDAY,
AUGUST 1, 1995

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate
Committee on the Budget, to hold hearings to review the

Office of Management and Budget at mid-session, 10
a.m., SD–608.

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation, to
hold hearings to examine the future of the Department
of Commerce, 9:30 a.m., SR–253.

Committee on Environment and Public Works, Subcommit-
tee on Clean Air, Wetlands, Private Property, and Nu-
clear Safety, to hold oversight hearings on title V of the
Clean Air Act (relating to permitting), 2 p.m., SD–406.

Committee on Finance, Subcommittee on International
Trade, to hold hearings to examine various trade issues,
including granting most-favored-nation (MFN) tariff sta-
tus to Cambodia and the permanent extension of MFN
tariff status to Bulgaria, the renewal of the Generalized
System of Preferences, and the Administration’s fiscal year
1996 budget requests for the Office of the United States
Trade Representative, the United States International
Trade Commission, and the United States Customs Serv-
ice, 10 a.m., SD–215.

Committee on Foreign Relations, to hold hearings on the
nominations of William H. Courtney, of West Virginia,
to be Ambassador to the Republic of Georgia, James F.
Collins, of Illinois, to be Ambassador at Large and Special
Advisor to the Secretary of State for the New Independ-
ent States, Joseph A. Presel, of Rhode Island, for the rank
of Ambassador during his tenure of service as Special Ne-
gotiator for Nagorno-Karabakh, and Stanley T. Escudero,
of Florida, to be Ambassador to the Republic of
Uzbekistan, 9 a.m., SD–419.

Full Committee, to hold hearings on the nomination
of Lee F. Jackson, of Massachusetts, to be United States
Director of the European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development, 11 a.m., SD–419.

Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on Constitu-
tion, Federalism, and Property Rights, to hold hearings
on H.R. 660, to amend the Fair Housing Act to modify
the exemption from certain familial status discrimination
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prohibitions granted to housing for older persons, 9 a.m.,
SD–226.

Subcommittee on Immigration, to hold hearings to ex-
amine annual refugee admissions, 11 a.m., SD–226.

Special Committee To Investigate Whitewater Development
Corporation and Related Matters, to resume hearings to ex-
amine issues relative to the President’s involvement with
the Whitewater Development Corporation, focusing on
certain events following the death of Deputy White
House Counsel Vincent Foster, 9:30 a.m., SH–216.

NOTICE
For a listing of Senate Committee Meetings sched-

uled ahead, see page E1569 in today’s RECORD.

House
Committee on Commerce, Subcommittee on Health and

Environment, to continue hearings on the Transformation
of the Medicaid Program, 10 a.m., 2123 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, to con-
tinue hearings on the Implementation and Enforcement of
the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, 10 a.m., 2322
Rayburn.

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, Sub-
committee on Government Management, Information,
and Technology, oversight hearing on the Inspector Gen-
eral Act, 2 p.m., 2247 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Human Resources and Intergovern-
mental Relations and the Subcommittee on National Eco-
nomic Growth, Natural Resources, and Regulatory Af-
fairs, joint oversight hearing on FDA’s Regulation of
Medical Devices, including the Status of Breast Implants,
9:30 a.m., 2154 Rayburn.

Committee on House Oversight, hearing on Government
Printing Reforms, 10 a.m., 1310 Longworth.

Committee on International Relations, Subcommittee on
Western Hemisphere Affairs, hearing to examine the
Cienfuegos Nuclear Plant in Cuba, 3 p.m., 2172 Ray-
burn.

Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on Crime and
the Subcommittee on National Security, International Af-
fairs, and Criminal Justice of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight, to continue joint oversight
hearings on Federal Law Enforcement Actions in Relation
to the Branch Davidian Compound in Waco, Texas, 10
a.m., 2141 Rayburn.

Committee on National Security, to mark up reconciliation
recommendations, 10 a.m., 2118 Rayburn.

Committee on Resources, Subcommittee on National
Parks, Forests and Lands, hearing on H.R. 2032, to trans-
fer the lands administered by the Bureau of Land Man-
agement to the State in which the lands are located, 10
a.m., 1334 Longworth.

Committee on Rules, to consider the Conference Report
to accompany H.R. 1854, making appropriations for the
Legislative Branch for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1996, 2 p.m., H–313 Capitol.

Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, executive, to
continue to take testimony regarding the ethics investiga-
tion of Speaker Gingrich, 10 a.m., and 2 p.m., HT–2M
Capitol.

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, Sub-
committee on Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation,
to mark up Ocean Shipping Reform Act of 1995, 9:30
a.m., and to hold a hearing on the Coast Guard Drug
Interdiction Mission, 10 a.m., 2167 Rayburn.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

9:30 a.m., Tuesday, August 1

Senate Chamber

Program for Tuesday: After the recognition of two Sen-
ators for speeches and the transaction of any morning
business (not to extend beyond 10 a.m.), Senate will vote
on a motion to close further debate on S. 908, Depart-
ment of State Authorizations, following which Senate will
resume debate on S. 908, Department of State Authoriza-
tions.

At 2:15 p.m., Senate will proceed to a second cloture
vote, if necessary, on a motion to close further debate on
S. 908, Department of State Authorizations, and if clo-
ture is not invoked, Senate may resume consideration of
H.R. 1905, Energy and Water Development Appropria-
tions, 1996, or begin consideration of S. 1026, DOD Au-
thorizations.

(Senate will recess from 12:30 p.m. until 2:15 p.m. for re-
spective party conferences.)

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

9:00 a.m., Tuesday, August 1

House Chamber

Program for Tuesday: Consideration of S. 21, Bosnia
and Herzegovina Self-Defense Act of 1995 (modified
closed rule, 3 hours of general debate); and

Complete consideration of H.R. 2126, Defense Appro-
priations for fiscal year 1996.
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